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Table  1 .  General  Best  Forest  Management  Practices 


The  following  Best  Forest  Management  Practices  (BFMP)  are  taken  from  the  Oregon  Statewide  Planning  Manuals,  the 
Oregon  Forest  Practice  Rules  (Oregon  Department  of  Forestry,  1980)  and  Guidelines  for  Stream  Protection  (Oregon 
StateGame  Commission).  Generally,  BFMPapplicationswereselectedto  avoid  ratherthan  mitigate  impacts.  In  addition, 
all  road  standards  and  designs  will  correspond  to  BLM  Manual  9113. 

Road  System 

Logging  road  locations,  particularly  on  sensitive  areas,  should  be  evaluated  by  a  forester,  soil  scientist,  wildlife  biologist, 
and  other  specialists  as  needed.  The  location  should  be  fitted  to  the  topography  to  minimize  cut  and  fill  situations.  In  areas 
of  important  big  game  habitat,  consultation  with  the  wildlife  biologist  will  be  necessary  to  reduce  impacts  on  wildlife, 
particularly  in  areas  such  as  ridgelines,  saddles  and  upper  drainage  heads.  Where  alternative  locations  are  not  possible, 
incorporate  mitigating  measures  into  road  development  plans.  Avoid  stream  crossings,  if  possible.  If  not  possible, 
minimize  approach  cuts  and  fills  and  channel  disturbance  and  maintain  stream  bank  vegetation. 

Where  possible,  locate  roads  on  benches  and  ridges  to  minimize  erosion;  except  under  special  circumstances  such  as 
occurrence  of  rock  bluffs,  keep  roads  out  of  stream  courses.  Roads  should  be  high  enough  to  prevent  silting  to  the  stream. 

Do  not  locate  stream  crossings  strictly  on  a  grade  basis.  Choose  a  stable  site  and  adjust  grade  to  it,  when  possible. 

Keep  stream  disturbance  to  an  absolute  minimum. 

If  necessary,  include  short  road  segments  with  steeper  grades,  consistent  with  traffic  needs  and  safety,  to  avoid  problem 
areas  or  to  take  advantage  of  terrain  features. 

Fortimber  harvest  spur  roads,  take  advantage  of  natural  landing  areas  (flatter,  better  drained,  open  areas)  to  reduce  soil 
disturbance  associated  with  log  landings  and  temporary  work  roads. 

Vary  road  grades  where  possible  to  reduce  concentrated  flow  in  road  drainage  ditches  and  to  reduce  erosion  on  road 
surfaces. 

Design  drainage  ditches,  water  bars,  drain  dips,  culvert  placement,  etc. ,  in  a  mannerthat  will  disperse  runoff  and  minimize 
cut  and  fill  erosion. 

Install  culverts  or  drain  dips  frequently  enough  to  avoid  accumulations  of  water  that  will  cause  erosion  or  road  ditches 
and  the  area  below  the  culvert  and  drain  dip  outlets. 

In  bridge  location,  plan  to  avoid  relocation  of  the  stream  channel.  Where  the  stream  must  be  changed,  use  riprap, 
vegetative  cover,  or  other  means  to  reduce  soil  movement  into  stream. 

Seed  (revegetate)  cuts  and  fills  the  first  fall  season  following  disturbance. 

Deposit  excess  material  in  stable  locations  well  above  the  high-water  level  and  never  into  the  stream  channel.  Do  not 
allow  any  material,  including  sidecast  soil,  stumps,  logs  or  other  material  to  be  deposited  into  a  stream. 

Hold  wet-weather  road  building  to  a  minimum,  particularly  on  poorly  drained,  erodible  soils  which  may  drain  mud  directly 
to  streams. 

Build  fills  in  lifts  to  ensure  optimum  compaction  and  minimize  slumpage.  Avoid  the  inclusion  of  slash,  logs  and  other 
organic  debris  in  fills. 

On  primary  roads  wherever  serious  erosion  is  likely,  large  cut-and-f  ill  slopes  should  be  stabilized  with  plant  cover  as  soon 
as  possible.  Local  experience  will  indicate  the  best  practices  and  species  to  use. 
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Table  1.  General  Best  Forest  Management  Practices  (continued) 

Generally,  berms  should  be  removed  or  at  least  broken  frequently  to  allow  lateral  drainage  to  nonerodible  areas.  Berms 
are  desirable  on  large  erodible  fills  to  prevent  drainage  from  the  road  crown  down  the  center  of  the  fill  section. 

Plan  ditch  gradients  steep  enough  (generally  greater  than  2  percent)  to  prevent  sediment  deposition. 

When  installing  culverts  and  drain  dips,  avoid  changes  in  channel  orientation  and  place  these  structures  to  conform  to 
the  natural  channel  gradient.  Design  culverts  for  maximum  stream  flow  (e.g.,  25-year  discharge). 

Skew  culvert  approximately  30  degrees  toward  the  inflow  to  provide  better  inlet  efficiency. 

Provide  rock  or  other  basins  at  the  outlet  of  culverts  and  rock  the  drain  dips  if  economically  feasible. 

In  building  bridge  footings  and  abutments,  limit  machine  work  as  much  as  possible  to  avoid  disturbing  the  stream.  This 
initial  work  often  greatly  increases  turbidity  and  sediment  movement.  The  toes  of  fills  on  larger  creek  crossings  should 
be  protected  above  the  high-water  line  to  prevent  soil  movement. 

Unless  no  other  source  is  available,  gravel  should  not  be  taken  from  streambeds  except  from  dry  gravel  bars.  Washing 
of  gravel  into  streams  will  normally  cause  sedimentation  and  should  be  avoided. 

In  some  areas,  alternating  inslope  and  outslope  sections  can  be  built  into  the  road,  especially  if  road  grades  are  rolled 
to  dispose  of  road  surface  flow. 

Obtain  all  necessary  permits  for  stream  crossings  before  beginning  activities. 

Maintain  all  roads  immediately  after  logging  and  the  primary  roads  whenever  necessary  by  cleaning  ditch  lines,  blading 
debris  from  empty  landings,  trimming  damaged  culvert  ends  and  cleaning  out  culvert  openings. 

Grade  the  primary  road  surfaces  as  often  as  necessary  to  retain  the  original  surface  drainage  (either  insloped  or 
outsloped).  Take  care  to  avoid  casting  graded  material  over  the  fill  slope.  Monitor  surface  drainage  during  wet  periods 
and  close  the  road  if  necessary  to  avoid  undue  damage. 

Haul  all  excess  material  removed  by  maintenance  operations  to  safe  disposal  areas.  Apply  stabilization  measures  on 
disposal  sites  if  necessary  to  assure  that  erosion  and  sedimentation  do  not  occur. 

Vary  the  steepness  of  slopes  on  cut  and  fill  slopes  commensurate  with  the  strength  of  the  soil  and  bedrock  material  as 
established  by  an  engineering  geologist  or  other  specialist  in  soil  mechanics. 

Control  roadside  brush  only  to  the  extent  required  for  good  road  maintenance  and  safety. 

Soil  Protection  and  Water  Quality 

Time  logging  activities  to  the  season  in  which  soil  damage  can  be  kept  to  acceptable  limits. 

Design  and  locate  skid  trail  and  skidding  operations  to  avoid  across  ridge  and  across  drainage  operation,  and  minimize 
soil  compaction. 

Install  water  bars  on  skid  trails  when  logging  is  finished  (forester  and/or  soil  scientist  will  provide  assistance  as  requested 
or  needed). 

Avoid  trapping  and  turning  small  streams  out  of  their  natural  beds  into  tractor  trails  and  landings. 
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Table  1.  General  Best  Forest  Management  Practices  (continued) 

Generally,  confine  tractor  skidding  operations  to  slopes  of  less  than  35  percent.  Leave  appropriate  snags  and/or  large 
dead  trees  for  wildlife,  as  per  current  BLM  Snag  Management  Policy  Guidelines  and  Agriculture  Handbook  No.  553 
(USDA,  1979). 

If  debris  should  enter  any  stream,  such  debris  shall  be  removed  concurrently  with  the  yarding  operation  and  before 
removal  of  equipment  from  the  project  site.  Removal  of  debris  shall  be  accomplished  in  such  a  manner  that  natural 
streambed  conditions  and  stream  bank  vegetation  are  not  disturbed. 

Provide  variable  width  no-cut/no-skid  buffers  for  all  perennial  streams,  springs  and  seeps  as  well  as  for  nonperennial 
streams,  springs  and  seeps  which  significantly  impact  water  quality  in  perennial  waters. 

Avoid  falling  and  yarding  operations  into  or  across  any  stream.  Use  yarding  methods  that  minimize  soil  disturbance  in 
the  watershed  as  much  as  practicable. 

Maintain  native  vegetation  on  primary  disturbed  areas  (temporary  roads,  skid  trails,  landings,  etc.)  by  seeding  with 
diverse  native  grass  varieties. 

Silvicultural 

Reforest  all  cutover  lands  (either  natural  regeneration  or  artificial  regeneration)  with  a  commercial  species  to  minimum 
stocking  levels  (100-150  trees/acre  within  5-15  years).  The  differences  in  stocking  level  numbers  are  related  to  the 
differences  in  site  class.  For  more  detail  refer  to  the  BLM  TPCC  Manual  5250. 

Slash  disposal  will  be  done  in  a  manner  conducive  to  revegetation  and  advantageous  to  wildlife.  Slash  will  be  burned 
when  necessary  and  such  burning  will  be  in  conformance  with  State  air  pollution  regulations. 

Logging  units  will  be  laid  out  in  a  manner  that  would  reduce  the  risk  of  windthrow.  The  selection  of  trees  in  shelterwoods 
will  be  made  in  a  manner  that  would  improve  the  genetic  composition  of  the  reforested  stand.  Disturbed  areas  will  be 
artificially  reforested  when  natural  forest  regeneration  cannot  be  reasonably  expected  in  5-15  years. 

Yarding  practices  to  be  employed  during  the  planning  period  consist  of  tractor  systems,  ground  and  partial  suspension 
cable  systems  and  full  suspension  systems  which  include  cable  and  aerial.  Each  system  impacts  ground  vegetation  to 
different  degrees  relative  to  the  soil  disturbance  resulting  from  the  harvest  system  used.  For  example,  the  tractor  system 
would  cause  the  greatest  impact  to  existing  vegetation  and  an  aerial  full  suspension  system  would  cause  the  least 
disturbance. 
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Table  2.  Summary  of  Recommended  Practices  for  Stream  Protection 

Guidelines  for  protection  of  fish  habitat  and  water  quality  in  logging  operations  have  been  developed  as  a  result  of  the 
Alsea  watershed  research  program  and  related  studies.  They  include  the  following: 

1 .  Extremely  small  headwater  streams  can  be  important  spawning  and  rearing  areas  for  salmon  and  trout  and  need 
protection.  Even  streambeds  that  are  dry  in  the  summer  can  be  valuable  spawning  tributaries  at  other  times  of  the 
year.  Also,  logging  activities  in  headwaters  can  affect  downstream  areas. 

2.  A  formal  procedure  for  reviewing  timber  harvest  operations,  in  the  planning  stages  as  well  as  during  logging, 
entered  into  by  participating  private,  State  and  Federal  groups  should  be  an  integral  part  of  any  logging  program. 

3.  Stream  clearance  requirements,  and  their  enforcement,  are  essential. 

(a)  Every  effort  should  be  made  to  prevent  logging  debris  from  falling  into  stream  channels.  If  any  debris  does 
get  into  a  channel,  the  fishery  biologist  or  hydrologist  should  determine  which  debris  will  be  removed  to 
maintain  adequate  dissolved  oxygen  levels  in  surface  water  and  keep  migration  routes  open. 

(b)  The  method  of  stream  clearance  and  timing  of  the  operation  are  also  important.  Heavy  equipment  should  not 
normally  be  used  in  a  stream,  and  the  channel  should  not  be  altered.  Consultation  with  the  local  State  fishery 
biologist  can  aid  in  determining  what  material  should  be  removed  from  a  stream,  and  the  best  time  for  removal. 

4.  Streamside  vegetation  should  be  protected  and  remain  standing  in  all  logging  operations  where  fish,  wildlife  and 
water  quality  considerations  are  involved  or  can  be  affected  in  downstream  areas. 

(a)  Streamside  vegetation  provides  shade  to  the  stream  and  minimizes  water  temperature  increases. 

(b)  Commercial  conifers  do  not  necessarily  have  to  be  left.  Shrubs  and  other  less  valuable  species  can,  in  many 
cases,  provide  adequate  shade  if  the  conifers  can  be  removed  without  destroying  such  vegetation  or 
damaging  streambanks.  In  some  areas,  commercial  timber  may  have  to  remain  to  protect  other  watershed 
values  or  await  the  technological  development  of  other  removal  methods. 

(c)  Areas  of  vegetation  left  along  a  stream  do  not  have  to  be  a  certain  width.  Often  a  relatively  narrow  vegetative 
unit  will  provide  the  necessary  fish  habitat  protection  unless  other  factors  such  as  wildlife  habitat  enhance- 
ment and  scenic  corridors  are  involved. 

(d)  Protecting  streamside  vegetation  serves  many  purposes.  Maintaining  a  vegetation  unit  requires  care  in  falling 
and  yarding  timber  away  from  the  stream,  and  will  reduce  stream  clearance  needs  and  dissolved  oxygen 
problems  in  surface  and  subgravel  waters. 

5.  Avoid  falling  trees  into  or  across  streams. 

6.  Logs  should  not  be  yarded  through  streams. 

(a)  Yarding  logs  through  streams  deposits  organic  and  inorganic  debris  and  sediment  in  the  channel,  breaks 
down  streambanks  and  streamside  vegetation,  and  contributes  to  dissolved  oxygen  and  sediment  changes 
in  surface  and  subgravel  environments. 

(b)  Use  yarding  methods  that  minimize  soil  disturbance  in  the  watershed. 

(c)  Landings  should  not  be  located  in  the  stream  channel. 

(d)  Logs  should  be  yarded  uphill  and  away  from  the  stream. 
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Table  2.  Summary  of  Recommended  Practices  for  Stream  Protection  (continued) 

The  Society  of  American  Foresters1' Columbia  River  Section,  Water  Management  Committee2  has  developed  a  list  of 
recommended  logging  practices  for  watershed  protection  in  western  Oregon.  The  recommendations  reflect  concern  for 
the  impact  of  roads  on  stream  sediment  levels  and  emphasize  proper  road  location,  construction  and  maintenance. 
Although  available  in  the  Journal  of  Forestry  for  more  than  1 0  years,  many  logging  operations  have  not  incorporated  the 
practices  into  their  programs.  Therefore,  in  an  attempt  to  get  wider  distribution  of  the  Water  Management  Committee's 
suggested  practices,  most  of  its  recommendations  follow  verbatim. 

Road  Location  and  Design 

1.  Where  possible,  locate  roads  on  benches  and  ridgesto  minimize  erosion;  except  under  special  circumstances  such 
as  occurrence  of  rock  bluffs,  keep  roads  out  of  stream  courses.  Roads  should  be  high  enough  to  prevent  silting 
to  the  stream. 

2.  Keep  road  gradients  low  except  where  short,  steep  sections  are  needed  to  take  advantage  of  favorable  topography 
and  to  avoid  excessive  cut  and  fill.  Minimize  the  effect  of  higher  gradients  by  reducing  the  distance  between  culverts 
to  prevent  the  accumulation  of  water  in  Ihe  ditches. 

3.  Roads  leaving  landings  should  have  short  lengths  of  slightly  adverse  grade  if  possible.  They  should  not  have  steep 
pitches  of  favorable  grade  which  might  drain  off  mud  from  the  landings  into  streams. 

4.  Allow  flexibility  in  road  design  so  that  in  construction  a  minimum  of  soil  is  moved.  Adjust  the  radius  of  curves  in  critical 
areas  to  achieve  this  objective. 

5.  Take  advantage  of  well-drained  soils  and  horizontal  rock  formations  for  greater  stability,  and  avoid  areas  where 
seeps,  clay  beds,  concave  slopes,  alluvial  fans  and  steep  dipping  rock  layers  indicate  the  possibility  of  slides. 

6.  Consider  the  proper  angle  of  repose  for  cuts  and  fills  in  designing  roads  on  varying  types  of  soils  and  rock  materials. 
Consistent  with  these  demands,  make  road  cuts  reasonably  steep  in  orderto  minimize  surface  exposed  to  erosion. 

7.  In  bridge  location  plan  to  avoid  relocation  of  the  stream  channel.  Where  the  stream  must  be  changed3'  use  riprap, 
vegetative  cover  or  other  means  to  reduce  soil  movement  into  stream. 

8.  Install  culverts  at  crossings  of  all  drainage  ways  except  small  streams4  and  seeps  which  can  be  safely  diverted  to 
ditches.  Use  culverts  with  sufficient  capacity  to  carry  the  largest  flow  expected. 

9.  Route  the  road  drainage  (whether  from  culverts,  cross  drainage  or  ditches)  onto  the  forest  floor,  preferably  on 
benches  so  that  sediment  can  settle  out  before  drainage  water  reaches  stream  channels. 

1 0.  Take  drainage  water  out  of  ditches  at  intervals  short  enough  to  prevent  ditch  erosion.  Detour  it  from  above  unstable 
areas  to  avoid  saturation,  slumping  and  erosion. 

Road  Construction 

1 .  Plan  the  pioneering  stage  of  road  construction  to  avoid  soil  erosion  and  slumpage.  As  an  example,  cull  log 
crossings5  can  be  provided  where  culverts  will  be  placed  on  the  completed  road.  Avoid  pioneering  too  far  ahead 
of  final  construction. 

2.  Uncompleted  road  grades  which  may  be  subject  to  considerable  washing  before  final  grading  should  be  outsloped 
or  cross-drained. 

3.  Hold  wet-weather  road  building  to  a  minimum,  particularly  on  poorly  drained,  erodible  soils  which  may  drain  mud 
directly  to  streams. 
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Table  2.  Summary  of  Recommended  Practices  for  Stream  Protection  (continued) 

4.  Build  fills  in  lifts  to  ensure  optimum  compaction  and  minimize  slumpage.  Avoid  the  inclusion  of  slash,  logs  and  other 
organic  debris  in  fills. 

5.  Excess  fill  material  should  not  be  dumped  within  the  high-water  zone  of  streams  where  floods  can  pick  it  up  or  where 
it  will  flow  immediately  into  the  stream;  end-haul  such  material. 

6.  Where  slide  areas  can  be  predicted  from  past  experience,  their  effects  should  be  minimized  by  such  measures  as 
flatter  backslopes  and  deeper  ditches.  On  slopes  gentle  enough  to  hold  the  fill,  avoid  disturbance  of  underground 
water  courses  by  building  on  the  fill  and  providing  adequate  subdrainage. 

7.  On  primary  roads  with  steep  slopes  and  full  benching,  consider  the  use  of  cribbing  to  avoid  severe  disturbance  to 
unstable  slopes. 

8.  On  primary  roads  wherever  serious  erosion  is  likely,  large  cut-and-fill  slopes  should  be  stabilized  with  plant  cover 
as  soon  as  possible.  Local  experience  will  indicate  the  best  practices  and  species  to  use. 

9.  Avoid  channel  changes  or  disturbance  of  stream  channels.  Where  necessary  complete  the  channel  change  and 
riprap  the  sides  before  turning  water  into  the  new  channel. 

1 0.  In  building  bridge  footings  and  abutments,  limit  machine  work  as  much  as  possible  to  avoid  disturbing  the  stream. 
This  initial  work  often  greatly  increases  turbidity  and  sediment  movement.  The  toes  of  fills  on  larger  creek  crossings 
should  be  protected  above  the  high-water  line  to  prevent  soil  movement. 

1 1 .  Unless  no  other  source  is  available,  gravel  should  not  be  taken  from  streambeds  except  from  dry  gravel  bars6 
Washing  of  gravel  into  streams  will  normally  cause  sedimentation  and  should  be  avoided. 

1 2.  Culverts  should  be  properly  installed  in  the  stream  channel  allowing  for  suitable  bed,  adequate  size,  frequency  and 
grade7.  Inlets  and  outlets  should  be  protected.  Aprons  should  be  installed  where  needed. 

13.  Where  necessary,  protect  the  upper  ends  of  culverts  to  prevent  fill  erosion  into  them.  On  erodible  soil  materials, 
extend  culverts  beyond  the  fills  or  install  permanent  aprons  below  them  to  disperse  flows  and  prevent  gullying. 

1 4.  Ditches  should  be  of  adequate  depth  and  side  slope  to  carry  all  water  and  to  prevent  sloughage. 

Road  Maintenance 

1 .  Keep  roads  well  crowned  ahead  of  wet  weather  so  they  will  drain  properly  and  not  become  waterways. 

2.  During  current  operations,  roads  should  be  graded  and  ditched  to  avoid  interruption  to  drainage  from  road  centers 
to  the  ditches. 

3.  After  the  first  rain  in  the  fall,  check  roads  to  reduce  drainage  problems. 

4.  During  periods  of  heavy  rainfall,  examine  road  surfaces  to  assure  that  drainage  from  wheel  ruts  is  properly  diverted 
to  drainage  ditches.  During  such  periods  it  may  be  worthwhile  to  provide  personnel  to  patrol  the  roads  and  to  do 
hand  drainage  work. 

5.  Provide  frequent  cross-drains  on  all  temporary  roads  in  the  fall  to  prevent  erosion  of  road  and  fill. 

6.  Generally,  berms  should  be  removed  or  at  least  broken  frequently  to  allow  lateral  drainage  to  nonerodible  areas. 
Berms  are  desirable  on  large  erodible  fills  to  prevent  drainage  from  the  road  crown  down  the  center  of  the  fill  section. 
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Table  2.  Summary  of  Recommended  Practices  for  Stream  Protection  (continued) 

7.  In  using  graders  to  clean  out  drainage  ditches,  avoid  undercutting  the  side  slopes. 

8.  Culvert  inlets  should  be  inspected  and  cleaned  prior  to  the  rainy  season  and  periodically  during  that  season.  For 
at  least  50  feel  above  culverts  the  stream  channels  should  be  cleared  of  wood  materials  that  might  clog  the  culverts. 
The  outflow  should  be  kept  clear  also. 

9.  Install  trash  racks  well  above  inlets  to  culverts  where  experience  shows  the  necessity.  Keep  the  racks  cleaned  out. 

1  Written  permission  to  reprint  this  material  has  been  granted  by  the  editorial  staff  of  the  Journal  of  Forestry. 

'A  complete  copy  of  the  article  and  qualifying  statements  by  the  Committee  Is  available  In  the  Journal  of  Forestry,  Vol.  57,  No.  6,  June  1 959.  Portions  of  the  article  not  included  In  this  pamphlet 
relate  to  introductory  statements,  logging  operations  and  post-operational  cleanup  and  maintenance.  The  Committee  Is  currently  revising  and  updating  its  recommendations,  which  will  reflect 
increased  concern  about  the  effects  of  logging  on  fish  habitat  and  water  quality. 

'Timing  of  bridge  construction  and  culvert  installation  is  important.  During  the  summer,  streamflows  are  low  and  impacts  on  fishery  resources  can  be  minimal  and  localized.  At  that  time  migration 
of  juveniles  to  the  ocean  and  adults  returning  to  spawn  would  thus  not  be  disrupted.  (Author's  footnote.) 

"Until  recently  the  importance  of  small  streams  was  not  fully  documented.  Culverts  should  be  installed  on  all  small  streams  supporting  anadromous  fish.  (Author's  footnote.) 

5Cull  log  crossings  placed  in  a  stream  in  the  spring  can  eliminate  the  downstream  migration  of  fingerlings  to  the  ocean.  (Author's  footnote.) 

8  A  permit  is  now  required  to  remove  more  than  50  yards  of  gravel  from  the  bed  or  bank  of  any  water  in  Oregon  (O.R.S.  541 .605  to  541 .660).  Permits  are  issued  under  the  authority  of  the  Director 
of  the  Division  of  State  Lands  and  coordinated  with  a  number  of  other  State  agencies.  (Author's  footnote.) 

"Culvert  gradient  curves  and  stream  velocity  requirements  for  salmon  and  trout  are  available  from  the  Oregon  Department  of  Fish  and  Wildlife.  (Author's  footnote.) 
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Table  3.  Stream  Segments  Proposed  for  Livestock  Removal1 

Stream  Name 

Allot 

Miles 

Acres 

Cond. 

Trend 

Allot. 
No. 

Special  Status 
Species 

Claw  Creek 

Claw  Creek 

2.30 

12.0 

Poor 

Static 

7010 

RB/MS2 

Skull  Creek 

Skull  Creek 

3.50 

23.5 

Poor 

Static 

7030 

RB 

Buzzard  Creek 

W.Warm  Springs 

1.50 

14.0 

Poor 

Static 

7002 

- 

Alder  Creek 

Alder  Creek 

4.80 

15.0 

Poor 

Static 

5536 

RB 

Bluebucket  Cr. 

Moffet  Table 

1.05 

3.0 

Poor 

Static 

5511 

RB 

Coleman  Creek 

Alder  Creek 

4.35 

24.0 

Poor 

Static 

5536 

RB 

Stinkingwater 
Creek 

Dawson  Butte 
Stinkingwater 
Mountain 

0.50 
1.25 
0.50 

3.0 
5.0 
3.0 

Poor 
Poor 
Poor 

Static 
Static 
Static 

5524 
5531 
5532 

RB 
RB 
RB 

Smyth  Creek 

Smyth  Creek 

2.30 

10.0 

Poor 

Static 

5307 

RB/MS 

Warm  Sprgs  Cr. 

Mountain 
Texaco  Basin 

3.00 
1.00 

12.0 
4.0 

Poor 
Poor 

Downward 
Static 

5532 
5566 

RB 
RB 

This  table  pertains  to  Management  Actions  WL  6.1 ,  SSS  2.1  (Table  2 
2RB  indicates  Redband  Trout,  MS  incidates  Malheur  Mottled  Sculpin. 

.12),  WQ  1.4  and  AH  1.2. 
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Table  4.  Riparian  Areas  Grazing  Systems  and  Inventory 

Several  riparian  pastures  within  the  planning  area  have  exhibited  "speedy"  riparian  recovery  with  a  short  duration  (less  than  30  days) 
early  (prior  to  June  1 )  grazing  system  (see  glossary  for  definition  of  "speedy"  riparian  recovery).  However,  in  some  instances  an  early 
turn  out  riparian  pasture  or  pastures  within  an  allotment  is  not  practical  or  may  be  cost  prohibitive. 

An  effort  has  been  made  throughout  the  planning  process  to  develop  cost-effective  (based  on  past  funding  and  future  projects) 
strategies  to  meet  the  overall  Bureau  objective  of  75  percent  of  all  riparian  areas  in  good  or  better  condition  by  1 997  (Fish  and  Wildlife 
2000,  A  Plan  for  the  Future,  1 987).  With  these  constraints  in  mind,  a  1 0  percent  utilization  level  for  riparian  vegetation  and  a  50  percent 
utilization  level  of  herbaceous  riparian  vegetation  were  established,  these  levels  were  intended  for  riparian  areas  which  could  not 
fit  into  an  early  grazing  system  and  would  be  independent  of  one  another  (i.e.,  if  either  was  reached,  the  livestock  would  be  removed 
from  the  pasture). 

The  30  percent  herbaceous  upland  vegetation  utilization  was  arrived  at  from  current  utilization  levels  on  upland  vegetation  within 
some  of  the  existing  riparian  pastures.  It  was  felt  that  30  percent  utilization  on  upland  herbaceous  vegetation  was  the  most  that  would 
be  reached  before  one  of  the  other  utilization  levels  as  reached  in  the  riparian  pasture.  However,  some  improved  riparian  conditions 
have  been  achieved  with  greater  than  30  percent  upland  herbaceous  vegetation  utilization,  therefore,  the  upland  utilization  levels 
for  any  particular  pasture  will  be  consistent  with  upland  utilization  levels  prescribed  for  the  particular  allotment. 

Inventory 

During  the  summers  of  1 979  and  1 981 ,  riparian  inventories  were  conducted  on  streamside  riparian  habitat  in  the  Riley  and  Drewsey 
Planning  Units,  respectively.  Two  hundred  pace  toe  point  transects  were  run  on  sites  representative  of  stream  segments.  Segments 
were  determined  based  on  changes  of  overstory  and  understory  dominant  plants  and,  where  possible,  a  change  in  potential.  Data 
collected  included:  vegetative  species  composition,  shrub  and  tree  canopy  height  and  percent  cover,  slope,  wildlife  species  present, 
stream  gradient,  dominant  and  codominant  overstory  and  understory  species,  and  canopy  distribution  and  potential.  These  data  were 
used  as  they  relate  to  potential  to  determine  condition.  This  was  not  done  on  a  straight  percentage  of  potential  basis  because  the 
different  components  of  riparian  habitat  have  different  degrees  of  importance  for  particular  wildlife  species.  An  example  of  this  is  the 
the  South  Fork  of  the  Malheur  River.  The  herbaceous  riparian  vegetation  is  in  good  condition  but  tree  and  shrub  components  are 
virtually  absent.  This  streamside  riparian  was  rated  as  fair  overall. 

Permanent  photo  trend  points  were  established  at  each  of  these  segments.  These  photos  have  been  retaken  periodically.  The  photos 
along  stream  sections  where  management  has  changed  to  favor  riparian  have  been  taken  more  frequently  than  the  photos  at  points 
where  conditions  are  not  expected  to  change.  The  photos  from  these  points  are  used  to  show  visible  change  over  time.  Trend  has 
been  established  by  this  change  over  time. 

Streams  that  currently  have  no  condition  or  trend  listed  have  no  data  and  will  be  inventoried  as  funding  becomes  available.  If  these 
areas  do  not  meet  the  BLM  definition  of  riparian  they  will  be  dropped  from  consideration. 
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Table  5.  Stream  Segments  Proposed  for 

Immediate  Grazing  System 

Implementation 

Stream  Name 

Allot 

Miles 

Acres 

Cond. 

Trend 

Allot. 
No. 

Spec 

:ial  Status 
Species 

Devine  Creek 

Unallotted 

3.00 

12.0 

Good 

Static 

- 

RB/MS 

Silvies  River 

Silvies  River 
Silvies  Meadow 
Silvies  Canyon 

1.50 
0.50 
2.25 

17.4 

4.0 

26.2 

Fair 
Fair 
Fair 

Static 
Static 
Static 

7033 
7035 
7053 

RB 
RB 
RB 

Landing  Creek 

East  Silvies 
Landing  Creek 

0.75 
3.00 

10.0 
24.0 

Fair 

Fair 

Down 
Down 

7041 
7040 

RB 
RB 

Hay  Creek 

Hay  Creek 

2.00 

35.0 

Fair 

Up 

7031 

RB 

Silver  Creek 

Packsaddle 

1.10 

7.0 

Good 

Static 

7012 

RB/MS 

Claw  Creek 
Dry  Lake 

0.45 
2.00 
1.50 

32.0 
15.2 

17.5 

Poor 
Good 
Good 

Upward 

Static 

Down 

7010 
7010 
7009 

RB/MS 
RB/MS 
RB/MS 

Upper  Valley 

1.10 

7.0 

Good 

Static 

7011 

RB/MS 

Wickiup  Creek 

Packsaddle 

1.25 

18.0 

Good 

Upward 

7012 

RB/MS 

Mineral  Canyon 

Packsaddle 

0.60 

1.0 

Poor 

Upward 

7012 

RB/MS 

Dairy  Creek 

Claw  Creek 

1.20 

8.2 

Fair 

Down 

7010 

RB/MS 

Sawmill  Creek 

Upper  Valley 

0.75 

3.0 

Good 

Static 

7011 

RB/MS 

Rough  Creek 

Claw  Creek 

0.25 

2.0 

Good 

Static 

7010 

RB/MS 

0.75 

15.0 

Poor 

Upward 

7010 

RB/MS 

Nicoll  Creek 

Dry  Lake 

0.75 

3.0 

Good 

Static 

7009 

RB/MS 

Emigrant  Creek 

Emigrant  Creek 

0.50 

3.0 

Good 

Static 

7027 

RB 

Varien  Creek 

Varien  Canyon 

0.40 

1.0 

Good 

Static 

7048 

- 

Buzzard  Creek 

W.Warm  Springs 

0.50 

5.0 

Poor 

Upward 

7002 

- 

Bluebucket  Cr. 

Moffet  Table 

1.85 

4.0 

Fair 

Static 

5511 

RB 

Coleman  Creek 

Alder  Creek 

1.35 

4.0 

Fair 

Static 

5536 

RB 

Cottonwood  Cr. 

Cottonwood  Creek 

0.50 
1.35 

2.0 
6.0 

Fair 
Fair 

Upward 
Static 

5522 
5522 

RB 
RB 

M.F.  Malheur 
River 

Moffet  Table 
River 

2.30 
0.80 

8.0 
5.0 

Fair 
Fair 

Downward        551 1 
Upward             5530 

RB 
RB 

Paul  Creek 

Riddle  Mountain 

0.60 

4.0 

Fair 

Upward 

5310 

RB/MS 

Deep  Creek 

Deep  Creek 

1.30 

6.0 

Good 

Static 

5330 

RB/MS 

S.Fk.Malheur 
River 

Venator 
Stockade 

1.25 
1.35 

6.0 
4.0 

Fair 
Fair 

Static 
Static 

5205 
5206 

RB 
RB 

Rattlesnake  Cr. 

Camp  Harney 

2.70 

16.0 

Good 

Upward 

5105 

RB 
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Table  5.  Stream  Segments  Proposed  for  Immediate  Grazing  System  Implementation  (cont.) 

Stream  Name 

Allot 

Miles 

Acres 

Cond. 

Trend 

Allot. 
No. 

Special  Status 
Species 

Stinkingwater 
Creek 

Dawson  Butte 
Mountain 

0.75 

1.00 
0.60 

5.0 

5.0 
4.0 

Fair 

Fair 
Good 

Upward 

Downward 
Static 

5524 

5532 
5532 

RB 

RB 
RB 

Smyth  Creek 

Smyth  Creek 

0.40 
1.50 

2.0 
5.0 

Good 
Fair 

Static 
Downward 

5307 
5307 

RB/MS 
RB/MS 

Riddle  Creek 

Happy  Valley 
Riddle  Mountain 

2.00 

1.20 

8.0 
5.0 

Fair 
Fair 

Static 
Downward 

5309 
5310 

RB/MS 
RB/MS 

Riddle  Coyote 
Hamilton  Ind. 

3.30 
2.50 

12.0 
10.0 

Fair 
Fair 

Downward 
Downward 

5329 
5327 

RB/MS 
RB/MS 

Warm  Sprgs  Cr. 

Buck  Mountain 

3.00 

12.0 

Poor 

? 

5537 

RB 

Coffeepot  Creek 

Camp  Harney 

0.75 

3.0 

Fair 

Static 

5105 

RB/MS 

Coyote  Creek 

Riddle  Mountain 
Riddle  Coyote 

2.00 
2.20 

6.0 
7.0 

Fair 
Fair 

Improving 
Static 

5310 
5329 

RB/MS 
RB/MS 

Little  Pine  Cr. 

Pine  Creek 

2.00 

8.0 

Fair 

Improving 

5503 

- 

This  table  pertains  to  Management  Actions  WL  6.2, 

SS2.1  (Table 

2.12),  WQ  1.5  and  AH  1.3. 
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Table  6.  Stream  Segments  Proposed  for  Case-by-Case  Grazing  System  Implementation 

Stream  Name 

Allot 

Miles 

Acres 

Cond. 

Trend 

Allot. 
No. 

Speci 

al  Status 
Species 

Poison  Creek 

Lone  Pine 

0.25 

1.0 

Poor 

Static 

7043 

RB/MS 

Landing  Creek 

Silvies  Meadow 

0.25 

5.0 

Poor 

Static 

7035 

RB 

Claw  Creek 

Upper  Valley 

0.25 

4.0 

Poor 

Down 

7011 

RB/MS 

Beaver  Cam  Cr. 

Sawtooth  (MNF) 

0.30 

1.0 

Fair 

Static 

7051 

RB 

Coleman  Creek 

Coleman  Creek 

0.25 

1.0 

Poor 

Static 

5201 

RB 

Lee  Creek 

Moffet  Table 

0.30 

1.0 

Poor 

Static 

5511 

RB 

Paul  Creek 

0.30 

2.0 

Poor 

Static 

5310 

RB/MS 

Silvies  River 

Silvies 

0.20 

1.0 

Fair 

? 

4143 

RB 

Flat  Creek 

Silvies 

0.40 

2.0 

Fair 

? 

4143 

RB 

Mountain  Creek 

Silvies 

0.50 

5.0 

Fair 

Static 

4143 

RB 

Poison  Creek 

Silvies 

0.25 

2.0 

Fair 

Static 

4143 

- 

Poison  Creek 

0.25 

3.0 

Fair 

Static 

4040 

- 

*This  table  pertains 

;  to  Management  Actions  WL  6.3,  SS  2.1  (Table  2.12). 
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Table  7.  Stream  Segments  Which  Lack  Sufficient  Data  for  Grazing  System  Implementation 


Stream  Name 


Allot 


Miles 


Acres 


Cond. 


Trend 


Allot 
No. 


Skull  Creek 

Hotchkiss 

0.5 

2.0 

? 

Emigrant  Creek 

Hay  Creek 
Sawtooth  (MNF) 

1.00 
0.20 

4.0 
1.0 

? 

? 

Yellowjacket 
Creek 

Hay  Creek 

0.40 

0.5 

? 

Spring  Creek 

Spring  Creek 

0.50 

3.0 

? 

Ltl  Muddy  Cr. 

Little  Muddy  Cr. 

1.50 

6.0 

? 

Mahon  Creek 

Mahon  Creek 

1.50 

6.0 

? 

Warm  Sprgs.Cr. 

Mill  Gulch 

1.25 

5.0 

? 

Mule  Creek 

Mule  Creek 

1.25 

8.0 

? 

Riddle  Creek 

Unallotted 
Dry  Lake 

0.50 

0.75 

2.0 
2.0 

? 
? 

Newell  Creek 

Lamb  Ranch  FFR 

1.25 

6.0 

? 

Cow  Creek 

Cow  Creek 

0.50 

2.0 

? 

Mill  Creek 

Camp  Harney 

2.50 

10.0 

? 

Crane  Creek 

Alder  Creek 

5.00 

20.0 

? 

Dog  Creek 

Silvies 

0.75 

3.0 

? 

East  Creek 

East  Creek- 
Pine  Hill 

0.75 

3.0 

? 

Prather  Creek 

Prather  Creek 
Devine 

1.50 
2.25 

5.0 
7.0 

? 

? 

Swamp  Creek 

Kiger 
Smyth  Creek 

0.5 

1.5 

2.0 
5.0 

? 
? 

7032 


7031 
7051 


7031 


? 

7029 

? 

5505 

? 

5534 

? 

5525 

? 

5515 

? 

? 

5303 

? 

5571 

? 

5106 

? 

5105 

? 

5536 

? 

4143 

? 

4098 

? 

5102 

? 

5101 

? 

5308 

9 

5307 

*  Riparian  condition  and  trend  are  unknown  for  these  segments. 
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Table  8.  Actions  Proposed  in  the  Three  Rivers  Portion  of  the  Burns  District  Wetlands  HMP. 

-  Construct  four  islands  in  Dry  Lake  to  improve  nesting  and  loafing  areas  for  waterfowl. 

-  Build  a  dam  at  Ryegrass  Spring  to  create  a  brood  pond. 

-  Construct  five  water  spreading  ditches  at  Ryegrass  Spring  to  create  meadow  habitat  for  nesting  and  feeding  wetland 

species. 

-  Construct  one-half  mile  of  dikes  with  water  control  structures  at  Lake-on-the  Trail  to  provide  brood  water  throughout  the 

summer. 

-  Construct  eight  islands  on  Lake-on-the-Trail  to  provide  increased  opportunities  for  Canada  goose  nesting. 

-  Transplant  a  large  variety  of  emergents  around  the  lakeshore  at  Lake-on-the-Trail  to  provide  good  quality  nesting  habitat 

for  ducks. 

-  Construct  a  dike  at  West  Chain  Lake  to  provide  year  long  water  and  30  acres  of  nesting  cover  for  wetland  species. 

Fence  this  area. 

-  Build  a  fence  around  unnamed  Silver  Lake  Pond  in  T.  25  S.,  R.  28  E.,  Sec.  29  to  provide  good  quality  nesting  cover. 

-  Inventory  Nordell,  Sheep,  Dry  and  Weaver  Lakes  to  determine  feasibility  of  improvements  to  provide  year  long  water 
and  nesting  cover. 

-  Implement  actions  to  improve  Silvies  Valley  wetlands  for  waterfowl  as  opportunities  arise. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  -  Introduction 


The  following  collection  of  summaries  provides  multiple-use  information  for  each  allotment  in  the  Resource  Area.  Pertinent 
information  is  organized  in  four  general  sections  1)  Allotment  Identification,  2)  Grazing  Administration,  3)  Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns  and  Management  Objectives,  and  4)  Constraints. 

Allotment  Identification  -  This  section  identifies  each  allotment  by  name  and  allotment  number.  The  Selective  Management 
Category  (M,  I,  C)  is  identified  and  acreage  within  the  allotment  is  provided. 

Grazing  Administration  Information  -  This  section  provides  basic  information  on  the  grazing  license  and  other  forage  demands 
within  the  allotment  including  active  preference,  suspended  nonuse,  total  preference,  exchange  of  use  and  average  actual  use  (see 
Glossary).  The  reader  will  also  note  that  Carrying  Capacity  has  been  determined  on  18  allotments  through  the  monitoring  and  an 
allotment  evaluation  process  and  uses  a  minimum  of  3  years  of  monitoring  data.  Presentation  of  the  evaluation  results  on  these  1 8 
allotments  was  distributed  to  the  public  in  June  of  1 989  in  the  Riley  Rangeland  Program  Summary  Update.  Note:  Blanks  under  acres 
or  AUM's  indicate  the  value  of  0. 

Identified  Resource  Conflicts/Concerns  and  Management  Objectives  -  This  section  presents  the  major  resource  conflicts  or 
concerns  that  have  been  identified  in  each  allotment  through  public  input  and  interdisciplinary  team  interactions.  For  each  conflict/ 
concern  identified,  management  objective  for  its  resolution  has  been  developed.  This  section  forms  the  basis  for  establishing  or 
revising  Allotment  Management  Plans  during  the  implementation  of  the  RMP.  This  section  also  forms  the  basis  for  the  direct 
integration  of  other  resource  values  into  the  allotment  monitoring  and  evaluation  process. 

Constraints  -  This  section  presents  multiple-use  constraints  that  may  affect  the  nature  and  degree  of  change  that  can  be  imposed 
on  the  allotment  through  rangeland  improvements  and  other  potential  surface-disturbing  actions. 


Allotment  Name:  Poison  Creek 
Public  Acres: 


1,237 


Allot.  No.:  4040 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 


Active  Preference: 
Suspended  Nonuse: 


248 
0 


Deer: 
Elk: 


Total  Preference: 
Average  Actual  Use: 


248 
248 


Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 


Management 
Objectives 


Riparian  or  aquatic  habitat  is  in 
less  than  good  habitat 
condition. 


Improve  and  maintain  riparian  or 
aquatic  habitat  in  good  or  better 
habitat  condition. 


Wetlands  habitat  in  less  than 
satisfactory  condition. 

Current  range  condition,  level  or 
pattern  of  utilization  may  be 
unacceptable,  or  carrying  capacity 
(under  current  management  practices) 
may  be  exceeded. 


Improve  wetlands  habitat  condition  to 
satisfactory  or  better. 

Maintain  or  improve  rangeland  condition 
and  productivity  through  a  change  in 
management  practices  and/or  reduction 
in  active  use.  (Note:  Upon  completion 
of  the  Ecological  Site  Inventory  on  the 
Three  Rivers  RA,  ecological  status 
objectives  will  be  developed.) 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


CONSTRAINTS 


Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 


Allotment  Name:  Hi  Desert 
Public  Acres: 


400 


Allot.  No.:  4096 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  80 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  80 

Average  Actual  Use:  80 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 


Management 
Objectives 


CONSTRAINTS 


Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 


Allotment  Name:  Trout  Creek 
Public  Acres: 


2,839 


Allot.  No.:  4097 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  I 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  568 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  568 

Average  Actual  Use:  309 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 


Management 
Objectives 


Current  range  condition,  level  or 
pattern  of  utilization  may  be 
unacceptable,  or  carrying  capacity 
(under  current  management  practices) 
may  be  exceeded. 


Maintain  or  improve  rangeland  condition 
and  productivity  through  a  change  in 
management  practices  and/or  reduction 
in  active  use.  (Note:  Upon  completion 
of  the  Ecological  Site  Inventory  on  the 
Three  Rivers  RA,  ecological  status 
objectives  will  be  developed.) 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 


Allotment  Name:  East  Cr.-Pine  Hill 
Public  Acres:  1,t 


Allot.  No.:  4098 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  M 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  374 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  374 

Average  Actual  Use:  349 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

Riparian  or  aquatic  habitat  is  in 
less  than  good  habitat 
condition. 

Water  quality  does  not  currently 
meet  DEQ  water  quality  standards 
for  beneficial  uses. 


Current  range  condition,  level  or 
pattern  of  utilization  may  be 
unacceptable,  or  carrying  capacity 
(under  current  management  practices) 
may  be  exceeded. 


CONSTRAINTS 


Management 
Objectives 

Improve  and  maintain  riparian  or 
aquatic  habitat  in  good  or  better 
habitat  condition. 

Improve  surface  water  quality  on 
public  lands  to  meet  or  exceed  quality 
standards  for  all  beneficial  uses  as 
established  by  the  DEQ,  where  BLM 
authorized  actions  are  having  a 
negative  effect  on  water  quality. 

Maintain  or  improve  rangeland  condition 
and  productivity  through  a  change  in 
management  practices  and/or  reduction 
in  active  use.  (Note:  Upon  completion 
of  the  Ecological  Site  Inventory  on  the 
Three  Rivers  RA,  ecological  status 
objectives  will  be  developed.) 


Area  influencing  perennial  water  occurs  within  the  allotment.  Limit  treatment  of  this  area  by  mechanical  or  prescribed  fire  means  to 
less  than  20  percent  of  area  in  any  one  year. 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continuea  existence  and  normal  functioning. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  Abraham's  Draw 
Public  Acres: 


40 


Allot.  No.:  4126 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  8 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  8 

Average  Actual  Use:  8 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 


Management 
Objectives 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 


Allotment  Name:  White 
Public  Acres: 


80 


Allot.  No.:  4138 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  10 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  10 

Average  Actual  Use:  1 0 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 


Management 
Objectives 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  Silvies 
Public  Acres: 


11,035 


Allot.  No.:  4143 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt  Category:  M 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  2,500 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  2,500 

Average  Actual  Use:  1 ,642 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


150 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

No  forage  allocations  for  elk  use 
in  the  allotment  have  been  made. 

Riparian  or  aquatic  habitat  is  in 
less  than  good  habitat 
condition. 

Wetlands  habitat  in  less  than 
satisfactory  condition. 

At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
redband  trout,  Allium  campanulatum 

Water  quality  does  not  currently 
meet  DEQ  water  quality  standards 
for  beneficial  uses. 


Current  range  condition,  level  or 
pattern  of  utilization  may  be 
unacceptable,  or  carrying  capacity 
(under  current  management  practices) 
may  be  exceeded. 


Management 
Objectives 

Allocate  forage  to  meet  elk  forage 
demands. 

Improve  and  maintain  riparian  or 
aquatic  habitat  in  good  or  better 
habitat  condition. 

Improve  wetlands  habitat  condition  to 
satisfactory  or  better. 

Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM-authorized 
actions. 


Improve  surface  water  quality  on 
public  lands  to  meet  or  exceed  quality 
standards  for  all  beneficial  uses  as 
established  by  the  DEQ,  where  BLM 
authorized  actions  are  having  a 
negative  effect  on  water  quality. 

Maintain  or  improve  rangeland  condition 
and  productivity  through  a  change  in 
management  practices  and/or  reduction 
in  active  use.  (Note:  Upon  completion 
of  the  Ecological  Site  Inventory  on  the 
Three  Rivers  RA,  ecological  status 
objectives  will  be  developed.) 


CONSTRAINTS 

Area  influencing  perennial  water  occurs  within  the  allotment.  Limit  treatment  of  this  area  by  mechanical  or  prescribed  fire  means  to 
less  than  20  percent  of  area  in  any  one  year. 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  King  Mountain 
Public  Acres: 


Allot.  No.:  4180 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  0 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  0 

Average  Actual  Use:  16 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

Unallotted  grazing  area. 


Management 
Objectives 

Issue  temporary  nonrenewable  license  unless  allotted. 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 


Allotment  Name:  Harney-Crane 
Public  Acres: 


480 


Allot.  No.:  5001 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  34 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  34 

Average  Actual  Use:  34 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
Rorippa  columbiae,  long-billed  curlew. 

CONSTRAINTS 


Management 
Objectives 

Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM-authorized 
actions. 


Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  Catterson  Sec.  13 
Public  Acres: 


160 


Allot.  No.:  5002 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 
Active  Preference: 
Suspended  Nonuse: 
Total  Preference: 
Average  Actual  Use: 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 


Management 
Objectives 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 


Allotment  Name:  Malheur  Slough 
Public  Acres: 


799 


Allot.  No.:  5003 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 
Active  Preference: 
Suspended  Nonuse: 
Total  Preference: 
Average  Actual  Use: 


66 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 


Management 
Objectives 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  Withers'  FFR 
Public  Acres: 


190 


Allot.  No.:  5005 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  22 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  22 

Average  Actual  Use:  22 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 


Management 
Objectives 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 


Allotment  Name:  Devine  Ridge 
Public  Acres: 


8,642 


Allot.  No.:  5101 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  M 
1,914 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  1 ,307 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  1 ,307 

Exchange  of  Use:  44 

Average  Actual  Use:  993 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

No  forage  allocations  for  elk  use 
in  the  allotment  have  been  made. 

At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
sage  grouse,  redband  trout 


Management 
Objectives 

Allocate  forage  to  meet  elk  forage 
demands. 

Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM-authorized 
actions. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Water  quality  does  not  currently 
meet  DEQ  water  quality  standards 
for  beneficial  uses. 


Riparian  or  aquatic  habitat  is  in 
less  than  good  habitat  condition. 


Improve  surface  water  quality  on 
public  lands  to  meet  or  exceed  quality 
standards  for  all  beneficial  uses  as 
established  by  the  DEQ,  where  BLM 
authorized  actions  are  having  a 
negative  effect  on  water  quality. 

Improve  and  maintain  riparian  or 
aquatic  habitat  in  good  or  better 
habitat  condition. 


Current  range  condition,  level  or 
pattern  of  utilization  may  be 
unacceptable,  or  carrying  capacity 
(under  current  management  practices) 
may  be  exceeded. 


Maintain  or  improve  rangeland  condition 
and  productivity  through  a  change  in 
management  practices  and/or  reduction 
in  active  use.  (Note:  Upon  completion 
of  the  Ecological  Site  Inventory  on  the 
Three  Rivers  RA,  ecological  status 
Conditon  objectives  will  be  developed.) 


CONSTRAINTS 

Area  influencing  perennial  water  occurs  within  the  allotment.  Limit  treatment  of  this  area  by  mechanical  or  prescribed  fire  means  to 
less  than  20  percent  of  area  in  any  one  year. 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc. )  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

Deer  winter  range  occurs  in  allotment.  Vegetation  conversions  must  be  limited  to  less  than  400  acres  in  size.  Maintain  browse  on 
at  least  85  percent  of  the  winter  range  currently  supporting  browse. 


Allotment  Name:  Prather  Creek 
Public  Acres: 


1,025 


Allot.  No.:  5102 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  M 
783 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  41 

Suspended  Nonuse:  13 

Total  Preference:  54 

Average  Actual  Use:  76 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

Water  quality  does  not  currently 
meet  DEQ  water  quality  standards 
for  beneficial  uses. 


Management 
Objectives 

Improve  surface  water  quality  on 
public  lands  to  meet  or  exceed  quality 
standards  for  all  beneficial  uses  as 
established  by  the  DEQ,  where  BLM 
authorized  actions  are  having  a 
negative  effect  on  water  quality. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Riparian  or  aquatic  habitat  is  in 
less  than  good  habitat 
condition. 

At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
sage  grouse,  redband  trout 


Improve  and  maintain  riparian  or 
aquatic  habitat  in  good  or  better 
habitat  condition. 

Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM-authorized 
actions. 


CONSTRAINTS 

Area  influencing  perennial  water  occurs  within  the  allotment.  Limit  treatment  of  this  area  by  mechanical  or  prescribed  fire  means  to 
less  than  20  percent  of  area  in  any  one  year. 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

Deer  winter  range  occurs  in  allotment.  Vegetation  conversions  must  be  limited  to  less  than  400  acres  in  size.  Maintain  browse  on 
at  least  85  percent  of  the  winter  range  currently  supporting  browse. 


Allotment  Name:  Lime  Kiln/Sec.  30 
Public  Acres: 


3,314 


Allot.  No.:  5103 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  M 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  224 

Suspended  Nonuse:  161 

Total  Preference:  385 

Average  Actual  Use:  193 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

Current  range  condition,  level  or 
pattern  of  utilization  may  be 
unacceptable,  or  carrying  capacity 
(under  current  management  practices) 
may  be  exceeded. 


Management 
Objectives 

Maintain  or  improve  rangeland  condition 
and  productivity  through  a  change  in 
management  practices  and/or  reduction 
in  active  use.  (Note:  Upon  completion 
of  the  Ecological  Site  Inventory  on  the 
Three  Rivers  RA,  ecological  status 
objectives  will  be  developed.) 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

Deer  winter  range  occurs  in  allotment.  Vegetation  conversions  must  be  limited  to  less  than  400  acres  in  size.  Maintain  browse  on 
at  least  85  percent  of  the  winter  range  currently  supporting  browse. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  Soldier  Creek 
Public  Acres: 


2,673 


Allot.  No.:  5104 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  M 
2,290 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  102 

Suspended  Nonuse:  98 

Total  Preference:  200 

Exchange  of  Use:  163 

Average  Actual  Use:  275 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


15 


24 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

No  forage  allocations  for  elk  use 
in  the  allotment  have  been  made. 

At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
sage  grouse 

Current  range  condition,  level  or 
pattern  of  utilization  may  be 
unacceptable,  or  carrying  capacity 
(under  current  management  practices) 
may  be  exceeded. 


Management 
Objectives 

Allocate  forage  to  meet  elk  forage 
demands. 

Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM-authorized 
actions. 


Maintain  or  improve  rangeland  condition 
and  productivity  through  a  change  in 
management  practices  and/or  reduction 
in  active  use.  (Note:  Upon  completion 
of  the  Ecological  Site  Inventory  on  the 
Three  Rivers  RA,  ecological  status 
objectives  will  be  developed.) 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

Deer  winter  range  occurs  in  allotment.  Vegetation  conversions  must  be  limited  to  less  than  400  acres  in  size.  Maintain  browse  on 
at  least  85  percent  of  the  winter  range  currently  supporting  browse. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  Camp  Harney 
Public  Acres: 


13,423 


Allot.  No.:  5105 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  I 
3,342 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  953 

Suspended  Nonuse:  639 

Total  Preference:  1 ,592 

Average  Actual  Use:  973 


ther  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


71 

52 

2 

125 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

Water  quality  does  not  currently 
meet  DEQ  water  quality  standards 
for  beneficial  uses. 


Active  erosion  occurs  in  the 
allotment. 


Management 
Objectives 

Improve  surface  water  quality  on 
public  lands  to  meet  or  exceed  quality 
standards  for  all  beneficial  uses  as 
established  by  the  DEQ,  where  BLM 
authorized  actions  are  having  a 
negative  effect  on  water  quality. 

Improve  and  maintain  erosion  condition 
in  moderate  or  better  erosion  condition. 


No  forage  allocations  for  elk  use 
in  the  allotment  have  been  made. 


Allocate  forage  to  meet  elk  forage 
demands. 


Riparian  or  aquatic  habitat  is  in 
less  than  good  habitat 
condition. 

At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
sage  grouse,  bald  eagle,  redband 
trout,  Malheur  mottled  sculpin 


Improve  and  maintain  riparian  or 
aquatic  habitat  in  good  or  better 
habitat  condition. 

Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM-authorized 
actions. 


CONSTRAINTS 

Species  officially  listed  as  Threatened  or  Endangered  under  the  Endangered  Species  Act  and/or  their  critical  habitat  occur  within 
the  allotment.  Consult  with  USFWS  on  all  actions  which  may  affect  the  species  and  mitigate  all  management  practices  to  avoid 
adversely  affecting  the  species. 

Area  influencing  perennial  water  occurs  within  the  allotment.  Limit  treatment  of  this  area  by  mechanical  or  prescribed  fire  means  to 
less  than  20  percent  of  area  in  any  one  year. 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

Deer  winter  range  occurs  in  allotment.  Vegetation  conversions  must  be  limited  to  less  than  400  acres  in  size.  Maintain  browse  on 
at  least  85  percent  of  the  winter  range  currently  supporting  browse. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  Cow  Creek 
Public  Acres: 


2,024 


Allot.  No.:  5106 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  I 
2,009 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  230 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  230 

Exchange  of  Use:  240 

Average  Actual  Use:  359 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

Water  quality  does  not  currently 
meet  DEQ  water  quality  standards 
for  beneficial  uses. 


No  forage  allocations  for  elk  use 
in  the  allotment  have  been  made. 

Riparian  or  aquatic  habitat  is  in 
less  than  good  habitat 
condition. 

At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
sage  grouse 

Current  range  condition,  level  or 
pattern  of  utilization  may  be 
unacceptable,  or  carrying  capacity 
(under  current  management  practices) 
may  be  exceeded. 


Management 
Objectives 

Improve  surface  water  quality  on 
public  lands  to  meet  or  exceed  quality 
standards  for  all  beneficial  uses  as 
established  by  the  DEQ,  where  BLM 
authorized  actions  are  having  a 
negative  effect  on  water  quality. 

Allocate  forage  to  meet  elk  forage 
demands. 

Improve  and  maintain  riparian  or 
aquatic  habitat  in  good  or  better 
habitat  condition. 

Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM-authorized 
actions. 


Maintain  or  improve  rangeland  condition 
and  productivity  through  a  change  in 
management  practices  and/or  reduction 
in  active  use.  (Note:  Upon  completion 
of  the  Ecological  Site  Inventory  on  the 
Three  Rivers  RA,  ecological  status 
objectives  will  be  developed.) 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

Area  influencing  perennial  water  occurs  within  the  allotment.  Limit  treatment  of  this  area  by  mechanical  or  prescribed  fire  means  to 
less  than  20  percent  of  area  in  any  one  year. 

Deer  winter  range  occurs  in  allotment.  Vegetation  conversions  must  be  limited  to  less  than  400  acres  in  size.  Maintain  browse  on 
at  least  85  percent  of  the  winter  range  currently  supporting  browse. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  Manning  Field 
Public  Acres: 


120 


Allot.  No.:  5107 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs)Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 
Active  Preference:  10  Deer: 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0  Elk: 

Total  Preference:  1 0  Antelope: 

Average  Actual  Use:  10  Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 


Management 
Objectives 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 


Allotment  Name:  Purdy  FFR 
Public  Acres: 


104 


Allot.  No.:  5109 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  15 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  15 

Average  Actual  Use:  15 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 


Management 
Objectives 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  Reed  FFR 
Public  Acres: 


255 


Allot.  No.:  5110 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs)Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 
Active  Preference:  18  Deer: 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0  Elk: 

Total  Preference:  18  Antelope: 

Average  Actual  Use:  18  Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 


Management 
Objectives 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 


Allotment  Name:  Temple  FFR 
Public  Acres: 


360 


Allot.  No.:  5111 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs)' 

Active  Preference:  28 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  28 

Average  Actual  Use:  28 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 


Management 
Objectives 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  Smith  FFR 
Public  Acres: 


120 


Allot.  No.:  5112 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  15 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  1 5 

Average  Actual  Use:  15 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 


Management 
Objectives 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 


Allotment  Name:  Rattlesnake  FFR 
Public  Acres: 


60 


Allot.  No.:  5113 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  0 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  0 

Average  Actual  Use:  6 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

Unallotted  grazing  area. 


Management 
Objectives 

Issue  temporary  nonrenewable  license  unless  allotted. 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  Coleman  Creek 
Public  Acres: 


2,766 


Allot.  No.:  5201 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  M 
3,133 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  424 

Suspended  Nonuse:  101 

Total  Preference:  525 

Average  Actual  Use:  248 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

Water  quality  does  not  currently 
meet  DEQ  water  quality  standards 
for  beneficial  uses. 


No  forage  allocations  for  elk  use 
in  the  allotment  have  been  made. 

Riparian  or  aquatic  habitat  is  in 
less  than  good  habitat 
condition. 

At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
sage  grouse,  redband  trout 

Current  range  condition,  level  or 
pattern  of  utilization  may  be 
unacceptable,  or  carrying  capacity 
(under  current  management  practices) 
may  be  exceeded. 


Management 
Objectives 

Improve  surface  water  quality  on 
public  lands  to  meet  or  exceed  quality 
standards  for  all  beneficial  uses  as 
established  by  the  DEQ,  where  BLM 
authorized  actions  are  having  a 
negative  effect  on  water  quality. 

Allocate  forage  to  meet  elk  forage 
demands. 

Improve  and  maintain  riparian  or 
aquatic  habitat  in  good  or  better 
habitat  condition. 

Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM-authorized 
actions. 


Maintain  or  improve  rangeland  condition 
and  productivity  through  a  change  in 
management  practices  and/or  reduction 
in  active  use.  (Note:  Upon  completion 
of  the  Ecological  Site  Inventory  on  the 
Three  Rivers  RA,  ecological  status 
objectives  will  be  developed.) 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

Area  influencing  perennial  water  occurs  within  the  allotment.  Limit  treatment  of  this  area  by  mechanical  or  prescribed  fire  means  to 
less  than  20  percent  of  area  in  any  one  year. 

Deer  winter  range  occurs  in  allotment.  Vegetation  conversions  must  be  limited  to  less  than  400  acres  in  size.  Maintain  browse  on 
at  least  85  percent  of  the  winter  range  currently  supporting  browse. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  Hunter 
Public  Acres: 


2,778 


Allot.  No.:  5202 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  M 
3,777 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  453 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  453 

Exchange  of  Use:  56 

Average  Actual  Use:  405 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

No  forage  allocations  for  elk  use 
in  the  allotment  have  been  made. 


Management 
Objectives 

Allocate  forage  to  meet  elk  forage 
demands. 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

Deer  winter  range  occurs  in  allotment.  Vegetation  conversions  must  be  limited  to  less  than  400  acres  in  size.  Maintain  browse  on 
at  least  85  percent  of  the  winter  range  currently  supporting  browse. 


Allotment  Name:  Catterson 
Public  Acres: 


640 


Allot.  No.:  5203 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 
640 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  125 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  125 

Average  Actual  Use:  125 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

No  forage  allocations  for  elk  use 
in  the  allotment  have  been  made. 


Management 
Objectives 

Allocate  forage  to  meet  elk  forage 
demands. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

Deer  winter  range  occurs  in  allotment.  Vegetation  conversions  must  be  limited  to  less  than  400  acres  in  size.  Maintain  browse  on 
at  least  85  percent  of  the  winter  range  currently  supporting  browse. 


Allotment  Name:  Slocum 
Public  Acres: 


1,912 


Allot.  No.:  5204 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  M 
3,593 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  300 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  300 

Exchange  of  Use:  560 

Average  Actual  Use:  487 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

No  forage  allocations  for  elk  use 
in  the  allotment  have  been  made. 


Management 
Objectives 

Allocate  forage  to  meet  elk  forage 
demands. 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

Deer  winter  range  occurs  in  allotment.  Vegetation  conversions  must  be  limited  to  less  than  400  acres  in  size.  Maintain  browse  on 
at  least  85  percent  of  the  winter  range  currently  supporting  browse. 


Allotment  Name:  Venator 
Public  Acres: 


2,589 


Allot.  No.:  5205 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  M 
4,942 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs)  O 

Active  Preference:  320 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  320 

Exchange  of  Use:  480 

Average  Actual  Use:  655 


ther  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

Water  quality  does  not  currently 
meet  DEQ  water  quality  standards 
for  beneficial  uses. 


Riparian  or  aquatic  habitat  is  in 
less  than  good  habitat 
condition. 

At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
redband  trout 

Current  range  condition,  level  or 
pattern  of  utilization  may  be 
unacceptable,  or  carrying  capacity 
(under  current  management  practices) 
may  be  exceeded. 


Management 
Objectives 

Improve  surface  water  quality  on 
public  lands  to  meet  or  exceed  quality 
standards  for  all  beneficial  uses  as 
established  by  the  DEQ,  where  BLM 
authorized  actions  are  having  a 
negative  effect  on  water  quality. 

Improve  and  maintain  riparian  or 
aquatic  habitat  in  good  or  better 
habitat  condition. 

Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM-authorized 
actions. 


Maintain  or  improve  rangeland  condition 
and  productivity  through  a  change  in 
management  practices  and/or  reduction 
in  active  use.  (Note:  Upon  completion 
of  the  Ecological  Site  Inventory  on  the 
Three  Rivers  RA,  ecological  status 
objectives  will  be  developed.) 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

Area  influencing  perennial  water  occurs  within  the  allotment.  Limit  treatment  of  this  area  by  mechanical  or  prescribed  fire  means  to 
less  than  20  percent  of  area  in  any  one  year. 

Deer  winter  range  occurs  in  allotment.  Vegetation  conversions  must  be  limited  to  less  than  400  acres  in  size.  Maintain  browse  on 
at  least  85  percent  of  the  winter  range  currently  supporting  browse. 


Allotment  Name:  Stockade  FFR 
Public  Acres: 


1,041 


Allot.  No.:  5206 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  M 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  162 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  1 62 

Average  Actual  Use:  162 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

Water  quality  does  not  currently 
meet  DEQ  water  quality  standards 
for  beneficial  uses. 


Riparian  or  aquatic  habitat  is  in 
less  than  good  habitat 
condition. 


Management 
Objectives 

Improve  surface  water  quality  on 
public  lands  to  meet  or  exceed  quality 
standards  for  all  beneficial  uses  as 
established  by  the  DEQ,  where  BLM 
authorized  actions  are  having  a 
negative  effect  on  water  quality. 

Improve  and  maintain  riparian  or 
aquatic  habitat  in  good  or  better 
habitat  condition. 


At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
redband  trout 


Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM-authorized 
actions. 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

Area  influencing  perennial  water  occurs  within  the  allotment.  Limit  treatment  of  this  area  by  mechanical  or  prescribed  fire  means  to 
less  than  20  percent  of  area  in  any  one  year. 


Allotment  Name:  Coyote  Creek 
Public  Acres: 


1,077 


Allot.  No.:  5207 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  M 
100 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  110 

Suspended  Nonuse:  14 

Total  Preference:  124 

Average  Actual  Use:  144 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 


Management 
Objectives 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

Deer  winter  range  occurs  in  allotment.  Vegetation  conversions  must  be  limited  to  less  than  400  acres  in  size.  Maintain  browse  on 
at  least  85  percent  of  the  winter  range  currently  supporting  browse. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  Emmerson 

Allot.  No.:  5208                         Mgmt.  Category:  M 

Public  Acres: 

1,850 

Other  Acres:                                           1 ,667 

Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference: 

258 

Deer: 

17 

Suspended  Nonuse: 

0 

Elk: 

Total  Preference: 

258 

Antelope: 

Exchange  of  Use: 

147 

Horses: 

Average  Actual  Use: 

346 

Total: 

17 

Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

Management 
Objectives 

CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

Deer  winter  range  occurs  in  allotment.  Vegetation  conversions  must  be  limited  to  less  than  400  acres  in  size.  Maintain  browse  on 


Allotment  Name:  Crane 

Allot.  No.:  5209 

Mgmt.  Category:  M 

Public  Acres: 

1,935 

Other  Acres: 

2,786 

Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  236 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  236 

Exchange  of  Use:  113 

Average  Actual  Use:  376 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 


Management 
Objectives 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

Deer  winter  range  occurs  in  allotment.  Vegetation  conversions  must  be  limited  to  less  than  400  acres  in  size.  Maintain  browse  on 
at  least  85  percent  of  the  winter  range  currently  supporting  browse. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  Beckley  Home 
Public  Acres: 


1,814 


Allot.  No.:  5211 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 


1,811 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs)Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 
Active  Preference:  113  Deer: 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0  Elk: 

Total  Preference:  113  Antelope: 

Average  Actual  Use:  113  Horses: 

Total: 


identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 


Management 
Objectives 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

Deer  winter  range  occurs  in  allotment.  Vegetation  conversions  must  be  limited  to  less  than  400  acres  in  size.  Maintain  browse  on 
at  least  85  percent  of  the  winter  range  currently  supporting  browse. 


Allotment  Name:  Mahon  Ranch 
Public  Acres: 


4,577 


Allot.  No.:  5212 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  M 


5,244 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  329 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  329 

Average  Actual  Use:  313 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 


Management 
Objectives 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

Deer  winter  range  occurs  in  allotment.  Vegetation  conversions  must  be  limited  to  less  than  400  acres  in  size.  Maintain  browse  on 
at  least  85  percent  of  the  winter  range  currently  supporting  browse. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  Beaver  Creek 
Public  Acres: 


8,812 


Allot.  No.:  5213 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  M 


6,789 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  1,018 

Suspended  Nonuse:  206 

Total  Preference:  1 ,224 

Exchange  of  Use:  970 

Average  Actual  Use:  1,474 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


12 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
sage  grouse 


Management 
Objectives 

Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM-authorized 
actions. 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensurethat  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

Deer  winter  range  occurs  in  allotment.  Vegetation  conversions  must  be  limited  to  less  than  400  acres  in  size.  Maintain  browse  on 
at  least  85  percent  of  the  winter  range  currently  supporting  browse. 


Allotment  Name:  Hamilton 
Public  Acres: 


2,437 


Allot.  No.:  5214 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  I 


1,320 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  245 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  245 

Exchange  of  Use:  245 

Average  Actual  Use:  722 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

Current  range  condition,  level  or 
pattern  of  utilization  may  be 
unacceptable,  or  carrying  capacity 
(under  current  management  practices) 
may  be  exceeded. 


Management 
Objectives 

Maintain  or  improve  rangeland  condition 
and  productivity  through  a  change  in 
management  practices  and/or  reduction 
in  active  use.  (Note:  Upon  completion 
of  the  Ecological  Site  Inventory  on  the 
Three  Rivers  RA,  ecological  status 
objectives  will  be  developed.) 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

Deer  winter  range  occurs  in  allotment.  Vegetation  conversions  must  be  limited  to  less  than  400  acres  in  size.  Maintain  browse  on 
at  least  85  percent  of  the  winter  range  currently  supporting  browse. 


Allotment  Name:  Davies 
Public  Acres: 


3,442 


Allot.  No.:  5215 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  I 


3,500 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  253 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  253 

Exchange  of  Use:  234 

Average  Actual  Use:  451 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

Current  range  condition,  level  or 
pattern  of  utilization  may  be 
unacceptable,  or  carrying  capacity 
(under  current  management  practices) 
may  be  exceeded. 


Management 
Objectives 

Maintain  or  improve  rangeland  condition 
and  productivity  through  a  change  in 
management  practices  and/or  reduction 
in  active  use.  (Note:  Upon  completion 
of  the  Ecological  Site  Inventory  on  the 
Three  Rivers  RA,  ecological  status 
objectives  will  be  developed.) 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

Deer  winter  range  occurs  in  allotment.  Vegetation  conversions  must  be  limited  to  less  than  400  acres  in  size.  Maintain  browse  on 
at  least  85  percent  of  the  winter  range  currently  supporting  browse. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  Quier  FFR 
Public  Acres: 


150 


Allot.  No.:  5216 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  0 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  0 

Average  Actual  Use:  5 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

Unallotted  grazing  area. 


Management 
Objectives 

Issue  temporary  nonrenewable  license  unless  allotted. 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc. )  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 


Allotment  Name:  Thompson  FFR 
Public  Acres: 


471 


Allot.  No.:  5217 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  77 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  77 

Average  Actual  Use:  54 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 


Management 
Objectives 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  Bennett  FFR 
Public  Acres: 


320 


Allot.  No.:  5218 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  18 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  18 

Average  Actual  Use:  18 


Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 


Management 
Objectives 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

Deer  winter  range  occurs  in  allotment.  Vegetation  conversions  must  be  limited  to  less  than  400  acres  in  size.  Maintain  browse  on 
at  least  85  percent  of  the  winter  range  currently  supporting  browse. 


Allotment  Name:  Hamilton  FFR 
Public  Acres: 


120 


Allot.  No.:  521! 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  19 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  19 

Average  Actual  Use:  19 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 


Management 
Objectives 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  Princeton 
Public  Acres: 


17,528 


Allot.  No.:  5301 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  M 


4,280 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  2,532 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  2,532 

Exchange  of  Use:  1 24 

Average  Actual  Use:  5,515 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


11 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
long-billed  curlew,  Rorippa 
columbiae 


Management 
Objectives 

Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM-authorized 
actions. 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

Deer  winter  range  occurs  in  allotment.  Vegetation  conversions  must  be  limited  to  less  than  400  acres  in  size.  Maintain  browse  on 
at  least  85  percent  of  the  winter  range  currently  supporting  browse. 


Allotment  Name:  Big  Bird 
Public  Acres: 


2,567 


Allot.  No.:  5302 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  M 


418 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  418 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  418 

Average  Actual  Use:  947 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
long-billed  curlew 


Management 
Objectives 

Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM -authorized 
actions. 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 


Allotment  Name:  Dry  Lake 
Public  Acres: 


37,949 


Allot.  No.:  5303 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  M 


5,848 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  5,228 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  5,228 

Average  Actual  Use:  1 1 ,421 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


37 


42 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

Wetlands  habitat  in  less  than 
satisfactory  condition. 

Playa  habitat  occurs  in  the 
allotment. 


At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
long-billed  curlew,  Ferruginous  hawk, 
redband  trout 


Management 
Objectives 

Improve  wetlands  habitat  condition  to 
satisfactory  or  better. 

Incorporate  playa  management  objectives 
into  allotment  management  as  such 
objectives  are  developed. 

Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM-authorized 
actions. 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

Deer  winter  range  occurs  in  allotment.  Vegetation  conversions  must  be  limited  to  less  than  400  acres  in  size.  Maintain  browse  on 
at  least  85  percent  of  the  winter  range  currently  supporting  browse. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  Crow's  Nest 
Public  Acres: 


2,921 


Allot.  No.:  5305 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  M 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  0 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  0 

Average  Actual  Use:  1 ,307 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
long-billed  curlew 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 

Management 
Objectives 

Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM-authorized 
actions. 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 


Allotment  Name:  Rocky  Ford 
Public  Acres: 


4,457 


Allot.  No.:  5306 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  M 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  900 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  900 

Average  Actual  Use:  1 ,607 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
long-billed  curlew,  Ferruginous  hawk 


Management 
Objectives 

Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM-authorized 
actions. 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  Smyth  Creek 
Public  Acres: 


20,417 


Allot.  No.:  5907 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  I 


3,622 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  1,919 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  1,919 

Average  Actual  Use:  1 ,988 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


61 

104 

5 

492 

794 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

Water  quality  does  not  currently 
meet  DEQ  water  quality  standards 
for  beneficial  uses. 


Limiting  big  game  habitat  in 
unsatisfactory  habitat  condition. 

No  forage  allocations  for  elk  use 
in  the  allotment  have  been  made. 

Riparian  or  aquatic  habitat  is  in 
less  than  good  habitat 
condition. 

Playa  habitat  occurs  in  the 
allotment. 


The  Kiger  Mustang  Area  of  Critical 
Environmental  concern  occurs  within 
allotment. 


The  allotment  contains  all  or  a 
portion  of  the  Kiger  Wild 
Horse  Herd  Management  Area. 


At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
sage  grouse,  redband  trout,  Malheur 
mottled  sculpin 


Management 
Objectives 

Improve  surface  water  quality  on 
public  lands  to  meet  or  exceed  quality 
standards  for  all  beneficial  uses  as 
established  by  the  DEQ,  where  BLM 
authorized  actions  are  having  a 
negative  effect  on  water  quality. 

Improve  and  maintain  big  game  habitat 
in  satisfactory  habitat  condition. 

Allocate  forage  to  meet  elk  forage 
demands. 

Improve  and  maintain  riparian  or 
aquatic  habitat  in  good  or  better 
habitat  condition. 

Incorporate  playa  management  objectives 
into  allotment  management  as  such 
objectives  are  developed. 

Adjust  allotment  management  including 
levels  and  areas  of  authorized  use, 
seasons  of  use  and  grazing  system  as 
required  by  ACEC  Management  Plan. 

Maintain  healthy  populations  of  wild 
horses  and  burros  at  appropriate 
management  levels  which  will  achieve 
a  thriving  natural  ecological  balance. 

Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM-authorized 
actions. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Current  range  condition,  level  or 
pattern  of  utilization  may  be 
unacceptable,  or  carrying  capacity 
(under  current  management  practices) 
may  be  exceeded. 


Maintain  or  improve  rangeland  condition 
and  productivity  through  a  change  in 
management  practices  and/or  reduction 
in  active  use.  (Note:  Upon  completion 
of  the  Ecological  Site  Inventory  on  the 
Three  Rivers  RA,  ecological  status 
objectives  will  be  developed.) 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

Area  influencing  perennial  water  occurs  within  the  allotment.  Limit 
treatment  of  this  area  by  mechanical  or  prescribed  fire  means  to  less  than 
20  percent  of  area  in  any  one  year. 

Deer  winter  range  occurs  in  allotment.  Vegetation  conversions  must  be  limited  to  less  than  400  acres  in  size.  Maintain  browse  on 
at  least  85  percent  of  the  winter  ra    nge  currently  supporting  browse. 


Allotment  Name:  Kiger 
Public  Acres: 


8,720 


Allot.  No.:  5308 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category: 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  856 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  856 

Exchange  of  Use:  215 

Average  Actual  Use:  1,100 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


26 

36 

2 

360 

424 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

The  allotment  contains  all  or  a 
portion  of  the  Kiger  Wild 
Horse  Herd  Management  Area. 


No  forage  allocations  for  elk  use 
in  the  allotment  have  been  made. 

At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
sage  grouse 

The  Kiger  Mustang  Area  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern  occurs  within 
allotment. 


Management 
Objectives 

Maintain  healthy  populations  of  wild 
horses  and  burros  at  appropriate 
management  levels  which  will  achieve 
a  thriving  natural  ecological  balance. 

Allocate  forage  to  meet  elk  forage 
demands. 

Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM-authorized 
actions. 


Adjust  allotment  management  including 
levels  and  areas  of  authorized  use, 
seasons  of  use  and  grazing  system  as 
required  by  ACEC  Management  Plan. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Current  range  condition,  level  or 
pattern  of  utilization  may  be 
unacceptable,  or  carrying  capacity 
(under  current  management  practices) 
may  be  exceeded. 


Maintain  or  improve  rangeland  condition 
and  productivity  through  a  change  in 
management  practices  and/or  reduction 
in  active  use.  (Note:  Upon  completion 
of  the  Ecological  Site  Inventory  on  the 
Three  Rivers  RA,  ecological  status 
objectives  will  be  developed.) 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

Deer  winter  range  occurs  in  allotment.  Vegetation  conversions  must  be  limited  to  less  than  400  acres  in  size.  Maintain  browse  on 
at  least  85  percent  of  the  winter  range  currently  supporting  browse. 


Allotment  Name:  Happy  Valley 
Public  Acres: 


17,356 


Allot.  No.:  5309 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  M 


560 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  2,107 

Suspended  Nonuse:  291 

Total  Preference:  2,398 

Exchange  of  Use:  52 

Average  Actual  Use:  2,146 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


25 

88 

4 

132 

117 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

Water  quality  does  not  currently 
meet  DEQ  water  quality  standards 
for  beneficial  uses. 


No  forage  allocations  for  elk  use 
in  the  allotment  have  been  made. 

At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
long-billed  curlew,  Ferruginous 
hawk,  redband  trout,  Malheur  mottled 
sculpin 

Riparian  or  aquatic  habitat  is  in 
less  than  good  habitat 
condition. 


Management 
Objectives 

Improve  surface  water  quality  on 
public  lands  to  meet  or  exceed  quality 
standards  for  all  beneficial  uses  as 
established  by  the  DEQ,  where  BLM 
authorized  actions  are  having  a 
negative  effect  on  water  quality. 

Allocate  forage  to  meet  elk  forage 
demands. 

Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM-authorized 
actions. 


Improve  and  maintain  riparian  or 
aquatic  habitat  in  good  or  better 
habitat  condition. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


The  Kiger  Mustang  Area  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern  occurs  within 
allotment. 


The  allotment  contains  all  or  a 
portion  of  the  Kiger  Wild 
Horse  Herd  Management  Area. 


Adjust  allotment  management  including 
levels  and  areas  of  authorized  use, 
seasons  of  use  and  grazing  system  as 
required  by  ACEC  Management  Plan. 

Maintain  healthy  populations  of  wild 
horses  and  burros  at  appropriate 
management  levels  which  will  achieve 
a  thriving  natural  ecological  balance. 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

Area  influencing  perennial  water  occurs  within  the  allotment.  Limit  treatment  of  this  area  by  mechanical  or  prescribed  fire  means  to 
less  than  20  percent  of  area  in  any  one  year. 

Deer  winter  range  occurs  in  allotment.  Vegetation  conversions  must  be  limited  to  less  than  400  acres  in  size.  Maintain  browse  on 
at  least  85  percent  of  the  winter  range  currently  supporting  browse. 


Allotment  Name:  Riddle  Mountain  Allot.  No.:  5310 
Public  Acres:  20,228 


Mgmt.  Category:  I 

Other  Acres: 

4,053 

Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

177 

Elk: 

188 

Antelope: 

6 

Horses: 

Total: 

371 

Management 
Objectives 

Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference: 

Suspended  Nonuse: 

Total  Preference: 

Exchange  of  Use: 

Average  Actual  Use: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

Water  quality  does  not  currently 
meet  DEQ  water  quality  standards 
for  beneficial  uses. 


Limiting  big  game  habitat  in 
unsatisfactory  habitat  condition. 

No  forage  allocations  for  elk  use 
in  the  allotment  have  been  made. 

Playa  habitat  occurs  in  the 
allotment. 


3,095 
291 

3,386 
248 

3,026 


Improve  surface  water  quality  on 
public  lands  to  meet  or  exceed  quality 
standards  for  all  beneficial  uses  as 
established  by  the  DEQ,  where  BLM 
authorized  actions  are  having  a 
negative  effect  on  water  quality. 

Improve  and  maintain  big  game  habitat 
in  satisfactory  habitat  condition. 

Allocate  forage  to  meet  elk  forage 
demands. 

Incorporate  playa  management  objectives 
into  allotment  management  as  such 
objectives  are  developed. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
sage  grouse,  redband  trout,  Malheur 
mottled  sculpin 

Riparian  or  aquatic  habitat  is  in 
less  than  good  habitat 
condition. 


Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM -authorized 
actions. 


Improve  and  maintain  riparian  or 
aquatic  habitat  in  good  or  better 
habitat  condition. 


Current  range  condition,  level  or 
pattern  of  utilization  may  be 
unacceptable,  or  carrying  capacity 
(under  current  management  practices) 
may  be  exceeded. 


Maintain  or  improve  rangeland  condition 
and  productivity  through  a  change  in 
management  practices  and/or  reduction 
in  active  use.  (Note:  Upon  completion 
of  the  Ecological  Site  Inventory  on  the 
Three  Rivers  RA,  ecological  status 
objectives  will  be  developed.) 


CONSTRAINTS 


Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

Area  influencing  perennial  water  occurs  within  the  allotment.  Limit  treatment  of  this  area  by  mechanical  or  prescribed  fire  means  to 
less  than  20  percent  of  area  in  any  one  year. 

Deer  winter  range  occurs  in  allotment.  Vegetation  conversions  must  be  limited  to  less  than  400  acres  in  size.  Maintain  browse  on 
at  least  85  percent  of  the  winter  range  currently  supporting  browse. 


Allotment  Name:  Virginia  Valley  FFRAIIot.  No.:  5311 
Public  Acres:  160 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 
Other  Acres: 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  0 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  0 

Average  Actual  Use:  0 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

Unallotted  grazing  area. 


Management 
Objectives 

Issue  temporary  nonrenewable  license  unless  allotted. 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  Burnt  Flat 
Public  Acres: 


30,388 


Allot.  No.:  5313 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  I 


4,590 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  3,863 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  3,863 

Exchange  of  Use:  571 

Average  Actual  Use:  3,676 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


83 

64 

15 

672 

834 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

The  allotment  contains  all  or  a 
portion  of  the  Riddle  Mountain  Wild 
Horse  Herd  Management  Area. 


No  forage  allocations  for  elk  use 
in  the  allotment  have  been  made. 


Management 
Objectives 

Maintain  healthy  populations  of  wild 
horses  and  burros  at  appropriate 
management  levels  which  will  achieve 
a  thriving  natural  ecological  balance. 

Allocate  forage  to  meet  elk  forage 
demands. 


Playa  habitat  occurs  in  the 
allotment. 


The  Kiger  Mustang  Area  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern  occurs  within 
allotment. 


At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
sage  grouse,  Ferruginous  hawk 

Current  range  condition,  level  or 
pattern  of  utilization  may  be 
unacceptable,  or  carrying  capacity 
(under  current  management  practices) 
may  be  exceeded. 


Incorporate  playa  management  objectives 
into  allotment  management  as  such 
objectives  are  developed. 

Adjust  allotment  management  including 
levels  and  areas  of  authorized  use, 
seasons  of  use  and  grazing  system  as 
required  by  ACEC  Management  Plan. 

Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM-authorized 
actions. 


Maintain  or  improve  rangeland  condition 
and  productivity  through  a  change  in 
management  practices  and/or  reduction 
in  active  use.  (Note:  Upon  completion 
of  the  Ecological  Site  Inventory  on  the 
Three  Rivers  RA,  ecological  status 
objectives  will  be  developed.) 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

Wilderness  Study  Area  occurs  within  allotment.  All  management  activities  must  conform  to  Interim  Management  Protection  policy 
and  be  mitigated,  as  needed,  to  ensure  nonimpairment  of  wilderness  values. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  Baker  FFR 
Public  Acres: 


360 


Allot.  No.:  5314 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  0 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  0 

Average  Actual  Use:  24 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

Unallotted  grazing  area. 


Management 
Objectives 

Issue  temporary  nonrenewable  license  unless  allotted. 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

Deer  winter  range  occurs  in  allotment.  Vegetation  conversions  must  be  limited  to  less  than  400  acres  in  size.  Maintain  browse  on 
at  least  85  percent  of  the  winter  range  currently  supporting  browse. 


Allotment  Name:  Virginia  ValleyAllot.  No.:  5316 
Public  Acres:  16,263 


Mgmt.  Category:  M 
Other  Acres: 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  3,640 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  3,640 

Exchange  of  Use:  1 55 

Average  Actual  Use:  4,747 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


20 


28 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 


Management 
Objectives 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

Deer  winter  range  occurs  in  allotment.  Vegetation  conversions  must  be  limited  to  less  than  400  acres  in  size.  Maintain  browse  on 
at  least  85  percent  of  the  winter  range  currently  supporting  browse. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  Hatt  Butte 
Public  Acres: 


1,560 


Allot.  No.:  5317 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  103 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  1 03 

Average  Actual  Use:  103 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
sage  grouse,  Ferruginous  hawk 


Management 
Objectives 

Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM-authorized 
actions. 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

Deer  winter  range  occurs  in  allotment.  Vegetation  conversions  must  be  limited  to  less  than  400  acres  in  size.  Maintain  browse  on 
at  least  85  percent  of  the  winter  range  currently  supporting  browse. 


Allotment  Name:  Black  Butte 
Public  Acres: 


Allot.  No.:  5318 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 


120 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  95 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  95 

Exchange  of  Use:  10 

Average  Actual  Use:  85 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 


Management 
Objectives 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  Driveway 
Public  Acres: 


1,680 


Allot.  No.:  5319 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  0 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  0 

Average  Actual  Use:  0 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 


Management 
Objectives 

Trailing  use  only. 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

Deer  winter  range  occurs  in  allotment.  Vegetation  conversions  must  be  limited  to  less  than  400  acres  in  size.  Maintain  browse  on 
at  least  85  percent  of  the  winter  range  currently  supporting  browse. 


Allotment  Name:  Kegler  FFR 
Public  Acres: 


160 


Allot.  No.:  5320 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 
600 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  16 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  16 

Average  Actual  Use:  16 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 


Management 
Objectives 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

Deer  winter  range  occurs  in  allotment.  Vegetation  conversions  must  be  limited  to  less  than  400  acres  in  size.  Maintain  browse  on 
at  least  85  percent  of  the  winter  range  currently  supporting  browse. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  Hamilton  Ind. Allot.  No.:  5321 
Public  Acres:  1,122 


Mgmt.  Category: 
Other  Acres: 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  150 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  150 

Average  Actual  Use:  150 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

Water  quality  does  not  currently 
meet  DEQ  water  quality  standards 
for  beneficial  uses. 


At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
sage  grouse,  redband  trout,  Malheur 
mottled  sculpin 

Current  range  condition,  level  or 
pattern  of  utilization  may  be 
unacceptable,  or  carrying  capacity 
(under  current  management  practices) 
may  be  exceeded. 


Management 
Objectives 

Improve  surface  water  quality  on 
public  lands  to  meet  or  exceed  quality 
standards  for  all  beneficial  uses  as 
established  by  the  DEQ,  where  BLM 
authorized  actions  are  having  a 
negative  effect  on  water  quality. 

Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM-authorized 
actions. 


Maintain  or  improve  rangeland  condition 
and  productivity  through  a  change  in 
management  practices  and/or  reduction 
in  active  use.  (Note:  Upon  completion 
of  the  Ecological  Site  Inventory  on  the 
Three  Rivers  RA,  ecological  status 
objectives  will  be  developed.) 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

Area  influencing  perennial  water  occurs  within  the  allotment.  Limit 
treatment  of  this  area  by  mechanical  or  prescribed  fire  means  to  less  than 
20  percent  of  area  in  any  one  year. 


Appendix  I-62 


Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  Briggs  FFR 
Public  Acres: 


1,030 


Allot.  No.:  5322 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  230 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  230 

Average  Actual  Use:  230 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 


Management 
Objectives 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 


Allotment  Name:  Clemens'  FFR 
Public  Acres: 


730 


Allot.  No.:  5323 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  78 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  78 

Average  Actual  Use:  78 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 


Management 
Objectives 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  Riddle  FFR 
Public  Acres: 


160 


Allot.  No.:  5324 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  5 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  5 

Average  Actual  Use:  5 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 


Management 
Objectives 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 


Allotment  Name:  Marshall  Diamond  FFRAIIot.  No.:  5325 
Public  Acres:  320 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 
Other  Acres: 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  40 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  40 

Average  Actual  Use:  40 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 


Management 
Objectives 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  Jenkins  N.Lake  FFRAIIot.  No.:  5326 
Public  Acres:  80 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 
Other  Acres: 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  30 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  30 

Average  Actual  Use:  30 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 


Management 
Objectives 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 


Allotment  Name:  Jenkins  B.FIat  FFRAIIot.  No.:  5327 
Public  Acres:  1,480 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 
Other  Acres: 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  283 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  283 

Average  Actual  Use:  283 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
sage  grouse 


Management 
Objectives 

Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM-authorized 
actions. 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

Wilderness  Study  Area  occurs  within  allotment.  All  management  activities  must  conform  to  Interim  Management  Protection  policy 
and  be  mitigated,  as  needed,  to  ensure  nonimpairment  of  wilderness  values. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  Fisher  FFR 
Public  Acres: 


320 


Allot.  No.:  5328 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  46 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  46 

Average  Actual  Use:  46 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 


Management 
Objectives 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 


Allotment  Name:  Riddle-Coyote 
Public  Acres: 


446 


Allot.  No.:  5329 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  I 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs)1 

Active  Preference:  0 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  0 

Average  Actual  Use:  0 


'Newly  acquired  allotment  Insufficient  data  to  determine  forage  availability 

Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

Water  quality  does  not  currently 
meet  DEQ  water  quality  standards 
for  beneficial  uses. 


No  forage  allocations  for  elk  use 
in  the  allotment  have  been  made. 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Management 
Objectives 

Improve  surface  water  quality  on 
public  lands  to  meet  or  exceed  quality 
standards  for  all  beneficial  uses  as 
established  by  the  DEQ,  where  BLM 
authorized  actions  are  having  a 
negative  effect  on  water  quality. 

Allocate  forage  to  meet  elk  forage 
demands, 


Appendix  1-66 


Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Riparian  or  aquatic  habitat  is  in 
less  than  good  habitat 
condition. 


Improve  and  maintain  riparian  or 
aquatic  habitat  in  good  or  better 
habitat  condition. 


At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
sage  grouse,  redband  trout,  Malheur 
mottled  sculpin 

Current  range  condition,  level  or 
pattern  of  utilization  may  be 
unacceptable,  or  carrying  capacity 
(under  current  management  practices) 
may  be  exceeded. 


Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM-authorized 
actions. 


Maintain  or  improve  rangeland  condition 
and  productivity  through  a  change  in 
management  practices  and/or  reduction 
in  active  use.  (Note:  Upon  completion 
of  the  Ecological  Site  Inventory  on  the 
Three  Rivers  RA,  ecological  status 
objectives  will  be  developed.) 


CONSTRAINTS 


Area  influencing  perennial  water  occurs  within  the  allotment.  Limit  treatment  of  this  area  by  mechanical  or  prescribed  fire  means  to 
less  than  20  percent  of  area  in  any  one  year. 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 


Allotment  Name:  Deep  Creek 
Public  Acres: 


640 


Allot.  No.:  5330 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  I 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  128 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  128 

Average  Actual  Use:  128 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

Water  quality  does  not  currently 
meet  DEQ  water  quality  standards 
for  beneficial  uses. 


No  forage  allocations  for  elk  use 
in  the  allotment  have  been  made. 


Management 
Objectives 

Improve  surface  water  quality  on 
public  lands  to  meet  or  exceed  quality 
standards  for  all  beneficial  uses  as 
established  by  the  DEQ,  where  BLM- 
authorized  actions  are  having  a 
negative  effect  on  water  quality. 

Allocate  forage  to  meet  elk  forage 
demands. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
sage  grouse,  redband  trout,  Malheur 
mottled  sculpin 

Current  range  condition,  level  or 
pattern  of  utilization  may  be 
unacceptable,  or  carrying  capacity 
(under  current  management  practices) 
may  be  exceeded. 


Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM-authorized 
actions. 


Maintain  or  improve  rangeland  condition 
and  productivity  through  a  change  in 
management  practices  and/or  reduction 
in  active  use.  (Note:  Upon  completion 
of  the  Ecological  Site  Inventory  on  the 
Three  Rivers  RA,  ecological  status 
objectives  will  be  developed.) 


CONSTRAINTS 

Area  influencing  perennial  water  occurs  within  the  allotment.  Limit  treatment  of  this  area  by  mechanical  or  prescribed  fire  means  to 
less  than  20  percent  of  area  in  any  one  year. 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 


Allotment  Name:  East  Cow  CreekAllot.  No.:  5501 
Public  Acres:  5,641 


Mgmt.  Category:  M 
Other  Acres: 


2,603 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  809 

Suspended  Nonuse:  32 

Total  Preference:  841 

Exchange  of  Use:  294 

Average  Actual  Use:  856 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 
Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 


Active  erosion  occurs  in  the 
allotment. 


Management 
Objectives 

Improve  and  maintain  erosion  condition 
in  moderate  or  better  erosion  condition. 


Limiting  big  game  habitat  in 
unsatisfactory  habitat  condition. 

No  forage  allocations  for  elk  use 
in  the  allotment  have  been  made. 


Improve  and  maintain  big  game  habitat 
in  satisfactory  habitat  condition. 

Allocate  forage  to  meet  elk  forage 
demands. 


At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
sage  grouse 


Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM-authorized 
actions. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Current  range  condition,  level  or 
pattern  of  utilization  may  be 
unacceptable,  or  carrying  capacity 
(under  current  management  practices) 
may  be  exceeded. 


Maintain  or  improve  rangeland  condition 
and  productivity  through  a  change  in 
management  practices  and/or  reduction 
in  active  use.  (Note:  Upon  completion 
of  the  Ecological  Site  Inventory  on  the 
Three  Rivers  RA,  ecological  status 
objectives  will  be  developed.) 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

Deer  winter  range  occurs  in  allotment.  Vegetation  conversions  must  be  limited  to  less  than  400  acres  in  size.  Maintain  browse  on 
at  least  85  percent  of  the  winter  range  currently  supporting  browse. 


Allotment  Name:  Rock  Creek 
Public  Acres: 


4,849 


Allot.  No.:  5502 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  M 


2,322 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  568 

Suspended  Nonuse:  134 

Total  Preference:  702 

Average  Actual  Use:  501 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 


Active  erosion  occurs  in  the 
allotment. 


Management 
Objectives 

Improve  and  maintain  erosion  condition 
in  moderate  or  better  erosion  condition. 


At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
sage  grouse 


Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM-authorized 
actions. 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

Deer  winter  range  occurs  in  allotment.  Vegetation  conversions  must  be  limited  to  less  than  400  acres  in  size.  Maintain  browse  on 
at  least  85  percent  of  the  winter  range  currently  supporting  browse. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  Pine  Creek 
Public  Acres: 


21,930 


Allot.  No.:  5503 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  I 


13,406 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  2,410 

Suspended  Nonuse:  971 

Total  Preference:  3,381 

Average  Actual  Use:  1 ,421 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


84 


159 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

Water  quality  does  not  currently 
meet  DEQ  water  quality  standards 
for  beneficial  uses. 


Active  erosion  occurs  in  the 
allotment. 

Limiting  big  game  habitat  in 
unsatisfactory  habitat  condition. 

No  forage  allocations  for  elk  use 
in  the  allotment  have  been  made. 

Riparian  or  aquatic  habitat  is  in 
less  than  good  habitat 
condition. 

At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
sage  grouse,  Lupinus  cusickii 

The  Biscuitroot  Cultural  Area  of 
Critical  Environmental  Concern 
occurs  within  allotment. 


Current  range  condition,  level  or 
pattern  of  utilization  may  be 
unacceptable,  or  carrying  capacity 
(under  current  management  practices) 
may  be  exceeded. 


Management 
Objectives 

Improve  surface  water  quality  on 
public  lands  to  meet  or  exceed  quality 
standards  for  all  beneficial  uses  as 
established  by  the  DEQ,  where  BLM 
authorized  actions  are  having  a 
negative  effect  on  water  quality. 

Improve  and  maintain  erosion  condition 
in  moderate  or  better  erosion  condition. 

Improve  and  maintain  big  game  habitat 
in  satisfactory  habitat  condition. 

Allocate  forage  to  meet  elk  forage 
demands. 

Improve  and  maintain  riparian  or 
aquatic  habitat  in  good  or  better 
habitat  condition. 

Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM-authorized 
actions. 


Adjust  allotment  management  including 
levels  and  areas  of  authorized  use, 
seasons  of  use  and  grazing  system  as 
required  by  ACEC  Management  Plan. 

Maintain  or  improve  rangeland  condition 
and  productivity  through  a  change  in 
management  practices  and/or  reduction 
in  active  use.  (Note:  Upon  completion 
of  the  Ecological  Site  Inventory  on  the 
Three  Rivers  RA,  ecological  status 
objectives  will  be  developed.) 


CONSTRAINTS 

Area  influencing  perennial  water  occurs  within  the  allotment.  Limit  treatment  of  this  area  by  mechanical  or  prescribed  fire  means  to 
less  than  20  percent  of  area  in  any  one  year. 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc. )  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

Deer  winter  range  occurs  in  allotment.  Vegetation  conversions  must  be  limited  to  less  than  400  acres  in  size.  Maintain  browse  on 
at  least  85  percent  of  the  winter  range  currently  supporting  browse. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  State  Field 
Public  Acres: 


568 


Allot.  No.:  5504 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  98 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  98 

Average  Actual  Use:  98 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
sage  grouse 

The  Biscuitroot  Cultural  Area  of 
Critical  Environmental  Concern 
occurs  within  allotment. 


Management 
Objectives 

Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM-authorized 
actions. 


Adjust  allotment  management  including 
levels  and  areas  of  authorized  use, 
seasons  of  use  and  grazing  system  as 
required  by  ACEC  Management  Plan. 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

Deer  winter  range  occurs  in  allotment.  Vegetation  conversions  must  be  limited  to  less  than  400  acres  in  size.  Maintain  browse  on 
at  least  85  percent  of  the  winter  range  currently  supporting  browse. 


Allotment  Name:  Little  Muddy  Creek 
Public  Acres:  7,261 


Allot.  No.:  5505 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  M 


4,492 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  962 

Suspended  Nonuse:  262 

Total  Preference:  1 ,224 

Exchange  of  Use:  143 

Average  Actual  Use:  536 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


40 


128 


Appendix  1-71 


Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

Water  quality  does  not  currently 
meet  DEQ  water  quality  standards 
for  beneficial  uses. 


No  forage  allocations  for  elk  use 
in  the  allotment  have  been  made. 


Management 
Objectives 

Improve  surface  water  quality  on 
public  lands  to  meet  or  exceed  quality 
standards  for  all  beneficial  uses  as 
established  by  the  DEQ,  where  BLM 
authorized  actions  are  having  a 
negative  effect  on  water  quality. 

Allocate  forage  to  meet  elk  forage 
demands. 


Riparian  or  aquatic  habitat  is  in 
less  than  good  habitat 
condition. 

At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
sage  grouse 


Improve  and  maintain  riparian  or 
aquatic  habitat  in  good  or  better 
habitat  condition. 

Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM-authorized 
actions. 


CONSTRAINTS 

Area  influencing  perennial  water  occurs  within  the  allotment.  Limit  treatment  of  this  area  by  mechanical  or  prescribed  fire  means  to 
less  than  20  percent  of  area  in  any  one  year. 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 


Allotment  Name:  Muddy  Creek 
Public  Acres: 


4,298 


Allot.  No.:  5506 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  M 


1,121 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  504 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  504 

Exchange  of  Use:  52 

Average  Actual  Use:  530 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


58 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

Water  quality  does  not  currently 
meet  DEQ  water  quality  standards 
for  beneficial  uses. 


Management 
Objectives 

Improve  surface  water  quality  on 
public  lands  to  meet  or  exceed  quality 
standards  for  all  beneficial  uses  as 
established  by  the  DEQ,  where  BLM 
authorized  actions  are  having  a 
negative  effect  on  water  quality. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


No  forage  allocations  for  elk  use 
in  the  allotment  have  been  made. 


Allocate  forage  to  meet  elk  forage 
demands. 


At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
sage  grouse 


Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM-authorized 
actions. 


CONSTRAINTS 

Area  influencing  perennial  water  occurs  within  the  allotment.  Limit  treatment  of  this  area  by  mechanical  or  prescribed  fire  means  to 
less  than  20  percent  of  area  in  any  one  year. 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 


Allotment  Name:  Wolf  Creek 
Public  Acres: 


830 


Allot.  No.:  5507 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  M 


600 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  136 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  136 

Average  Actual  Use:  293 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

No  forage  allocations  for  elk  use 
in  the  allotment  have  been  made. 


Management 
Objectives 

Allocate  forage  to  meet  elk  forage 
demands. 


At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
sage  grouse 


Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM-authorized 
actions. 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  Baker-Knowles 
Public  Acres: 


845 


Allot.  No.:  5508 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  M 


11 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  58 

Suspended  Nonuse:  82 

Total  Preference:  140 

Exchange  of  Use:  3 

Average  Actual  Use:  53 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


15 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

No  forage  allocations  for  elk  use 
in  the  allotment  have  been  made. 

At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
sage  grouse 


Management 
Objectives 

Allocate  forage  to  meet  elk  forage 
demands. 

Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM-authorized 
actions. 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 


Allotment  Name:  Williams  Dripp  Spring  Allot.  No.:  5509  Mgmt.  Category:  M 

Public  Acres:  1,345  Other  Acres: 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  176 

Suspended  Nonuse:  67 

Total  Preference:  243 

Exchange  of  Use:  64 

Average  Actual  Use:  272 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


15 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

No  forage  allocations  for  elk  use 
in  the  allotment  have  been  made. 


Management 
Objectives 

Allocate  forage  to  meet  elk  forage 
demands. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
sage  grouse 

Current  range  condition,  level  or 
pattern  of  utilization  may  be 
unacceptable,  or  carrying  capacity 
(under  current  management  practices) 
may  be  exceeded. 


Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM-authorized 
actions. 


Maintain  or  improve  rangeland  condition 
and  productivity  through  a  change  in 
management  practices  and/or  reduction 
in  active  use.  (Note:  Upon  completion 
of  the  Ecological  Site  Inventory  on  the 
Three  Rivers  RA,  ecological  status 
objectives  will  be  developed.) 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 


Allotment  Name:  Jones  Dripp  Spring 
Public  Acres:  757 


Allot.  No.:  5510 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  M 


245 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  120 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  1 20 

Exchange  of  Use:  33 

Average  Actual  Use:  121 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


15 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

No  forage  allocations  for  elk  use 
in  the  allotment  have  been  made. 

At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
sage  grouse 


Management 
Objectives 

Allocate  forage  to  meet  elk  forage 
demands. 

Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM-authorized 
actions. 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  Moffet  Table 
Public  Acres: 


16,412 


Allot.  No.:  5511                         Mgmt.  Category: 

I 

Other  Acres: 

2,817 

Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

202 

Elk: 

172 

Antelope: 

3 

Horses: 

Total: 

377 

Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference: 

1,885 

Suspended  Nonuse: 

1,273 

Total  Preference: 

3,158 

Exchange  of  Use: 

23 

Average  Actual  Use: 

1,238 

Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

Management 
Objectives 

Water  quality  does  not  currently 
meet  DEQ  water  quality  standards 
for  beneficial  uses. 


River  segment  nominated  for 
inclusion  in  the  Wild  and  Scenic 
River  system. 


Limiting  big  game  habitat  in 
unsatisfactory  habitat  condition. 

No  forage  allocations  for  elk  use 
in  the  allotment  have  been  made. 

Riparian  or  aquatic  habitat  is  in 
less  than  good  habitat 
condition. 

At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
sage  grouse,  redband  trout 

Current  range  condition,  level  or 
pattern  of  utilization  may  be 
unacceptable,  or  carrying  capacity 
(under  current  management  practices) 
may  be  exceeded. 


Improve  surface  water  quality  on 
public  lands  to  meet  or  exceed  quality 
standards  for  all  beneficial  uses  as 
established  by  the  DEQ,  where  BLM 
authorized  actions  are  having  a 
negative  effect  on  water  quality. 

Adjust  livestock  grazing  management 
within  river  corridor  to  conform  with 
study  report  and/or  river  management 
plan  upon  Congressional  approval  of 
river  segment  for  inclusion  in  Wild  and 
Scenic  River  system. 

Improve  and  maintain  big  game  habitat 
in  satisfactory  habitat  condition. 

Allocate  forage  to  meet  elk  forage 
demands. 

Improve  and  maintain  riparian  or 
aquatic  habitat  in  good  or  better 
habitat  condition. 

Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM-authorized 
actions. 


Maintain  or  improve  rangeland  condition 
and  productivity  through  a  change  in 
management  practices  and/or  reduction 
in  active  use.  (Note:  Upon  completion 
of  the  Ecological  Site  Inventory  on  the 
Three  Rivers  RA,  ecological  status 
objectives  will  be  developed.) 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


CONSTRAINTS 

Area  influencing  perennial  water  occurs  within  the  allotment.  Limit  treatment  of  this  area  by  mechanical  or  prescribed  fire  means  to 
less  than  20  percent  of  area  in  any  one  year. 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

Deer  winter  range  occurs  in  allotment.  Vegetation  conversions  must  be  limited  to  less  than  400  acres  in  size.  Maintain  browse  on 
at  least  85  percent  of  the  winter  range  currently  supporting  browse. 

Wilderness  Study  Area  occurs  within  allotment.  All  management  activities  must  conform  to  Interim  Management  Protection  policy 
and  be  mitigated,  as  needed,  to  ensure  nonimpairment  of  wilderness  values. 


Allotment  Name:  Clark's  River 
Public  Acres: 


318 


Allot.  No.:  5512 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  40 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  40 

Exchange  of  Use:  40 

Average  Actual  Use:  40 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


18 


19 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 


Management 
Objectives 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species  or 
communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existance  and  normal  functioning. 


Allotment  Name:  Shelley 
Public  Acres: 


5,199 


Allot.  No.:  5513 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  M 


620 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  600 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  600 

Average  Actual  Use:  555 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


15 
4 
1 

20 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

No  forage  allocations  for  elk  use 
in  the  allotment  have  been  made. 


Management 
Objectives 

Allocate  forage  to  meet  elk  forage 
demands. 


At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
sage  grouse 


Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM-authorized 
actions. 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 


Allotment  Name:  Coal  Mine  Creek 
Public  Acres: 


5,217 


Allot.  No.:  5514 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  I 


54 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  452 

Suspended  Nonuse:  54 

Total  Preference:  506 

Average  Actual  Use:  198 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


20 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 


Active  erosion  occurs  in  the 
allotment. 


Management 
Objectives 

Improve  and  maintain  erosion  condition 
in  moderate  or  better  erosion  condition. 


At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
sage  grouse 

Current  range  condition,  level  or 
pattern  of  utilization  may  be 
unacceptable,  or  carrying  capacity 
(under  current  management  practices) 
may  be  exceeded. 


Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM-authorized 
actions. 


Maintain  or  improve  rangeland  condition 
and  productivity  through  a  change  in 
management  practices  and/or  reduction 
in  active  use.  (Note:  Upon  completion 
of  the  Ecological  Site  Inventory  on  the 
Three  Rivers  RA,  ecological  status 
objectives  will  be  developed.) 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species  or 
communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  Mule  Creek 
Public  Acres: 


5,604 


Allot.  No.:  5515 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  I 


1,591 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  411 

Suspended  Nonuse:  527 

Total  Preference:  938 

Average  Actual  Use:  333 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

Water  quality  does  not  currently 
meet  DEQ  water  quality  standards 
for  beneficial  uses. 


No  forage  allocations  for  elk  use 
in  the  allotment  have  been  made. 

Riparian  or  aquatic  habitat  is  in 
less  than  good  habitat 
condition. 

At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
sage  grouse 


Management 
Objectives 

Improve  surface  water  quality  on  public 
public  lands  to  meet  or  exceed  quality 
standards  for  all  beneficial  uses  as 
established  by  the  DEQ,  where  BLM 
authorized  actions  are  having  a 
negative  effect  on  water  quality. 

Allocate  forage  to  meet  elk  forage 
demands. 

Improve  and  maintain  riparian  or 
aquatic  habitat  in  good  or  better 
habitat  condition. 

Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM-authorized 
actions. 


CONSTRAINTS 

Area  influencing  perennial  water  occurs  within  the  allotment.  Limit  treatment  of  this  area  by  mechanical  or  prescribed  fire  means  to 
less  than  20  percent  of  area  in  any  one  year. 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  Birch  Creek 
Public  Acres: 


1,340 


Allot.  No.:  5516 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  M 


40 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  243 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  243 

Average  Actual  Use:  209 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


51 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

Limiting  big  game  habitat  in 
unsatisfactory  habitat  condition. 

No  forage  allocations  for  elk  use 
in  the  allotment  have  been  made. 

Current  range  condition,  level  or 
pattern  of  utilization  may  be 
unacceptable,  or  carrying  capacity 
(under  current  management  practices) 
may  be  exceeded. 


Management 
Objectives 

Improve  and  maintain  big  game  habitat 
in  satisfactory  habitat  condition. 

Allocate  forage  to  meet  elk  forage 
demands. 

Maintain  or  improve  rangeland  condition 
and  productivity  through  a  change  in 
management  practices  and/or  reduction 
in  active  use.  (Note:  Upon  completion 
of  the  Ecological  Site  Inventory  on  the 
Three  Rivers  RA,  ecological  status 
objectives  will  be  developed.) 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species  or 
communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 


Allotment  Name:  Otis  Mountain 

Public  Acres:  12,991 


Allot.  No.:  5517 


Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  I 


1,166 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  1 ,738 

Suspended  Nonuse:  776 

Total  Preference:  2,514 

Average  Actual  Use:  899 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


100 
72 


172 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Conflicts/Concerns 

Limiting  big  game  habitat  in 
unsatisfactory  habitat  condition. 

No  forage  allocations  for  elk  use 
in  the  allotment  have  been  made. 

At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
sage  grouse 


Objectives 

Improve  and  maintain  big  game  habitat 
in  satisfactory  habitat  condition. 

Allocate  forage  to  meet  elk  forage 
demands. 

Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM-authorized 
actions. 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 


Allotment  Name:  Newell  Field 

Public  Acres:  990 


Allot.  No.:  5518 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 


800 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  155 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  155 

Average  Actual  Use:  155 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 


Management 
Objectives 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  Big  Upson 
Public  Acres: 


220 


Allot.  No.:  5519 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  42 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  42 

Average  Actual  Use:  42 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 


Management 
Objectives 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 


Allotment  Name:  Little  Upson 
Public  Acres: 


100 


Allot.  No.:  5520 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 


520 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  24 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  24 

Average  Actual  Use:  24 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 


Management 
Objectives 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  Rocky  Basin 
Public  Acres: 


3,775 


Allot.  No.:  5521 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  M 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  467 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  467 

Average  Actual  Use:  416 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


12 


20 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

No  forage  allocations  for  elk  use 
in  the  allotment  have  been  made. 

At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
sage  grouse 


Management 
Objectives 

Allocate  forage  to  meet  elk  forage 
demands. 

Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM-authorized 
actions. 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 


Allotment  Name:  Cottonwood  CreekAllot.  No.:  5522 
Public  Acres:  8,397 


Mgmt.  Category:  M 
Other  Acres: 


1,285 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  996 

Suspended  Nonuse:  186 

Total  Preference:  1,182 

Exchange  of  Use:  143 

Average  Actual  Use:  227 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


78 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

Water  quality  does  not  currently 
meet  DEQ  water  quality  standards 
for  beneficial  uses. 


No  forage  allocations  for  elk  use 
in  the  allotment  have  been  made. 


Management 
Objectives 

Improve  surface  water  quality  on 
public  lands  to  meet  or  exceed  quality 
standards  for  all  beneficial  uses  as 
established  by  the  DEQ,  where  BLM 
authorized  actions  are  having  a 
negative  effect  on  water  quality. 

Allocate  forage  to  meet  elk  forage 
demands. 


Riparian  or  aquatic  habitat  is  in 
less  than  good  habitat 
condition. 

At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
sage  grouse,  redband  trout 


Improve  and  maintain  riparian  or 
aquatic  habitat  in  good  or  better 
habitat  condition. 

Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM-authorized 
actions. 


CONSTRAINTS 

Area  influencing  perennial  water  occurs  within  the  allotment.  Limittreatment  of  this  area  by  mechanical  or  prescribed  fire  means  to 
less  than  20  percent  of  area  in  any  one  year. 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 


Allotment  Name:  Tub  Spring/Hart 
Public  Acres: 


5,478 


Allot.  No.:  5523 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  M 


215 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  1 ,002 

Suspended  Nonuse:  53 

Total  Preference:  1 ,055 

Average  Actual  Use:  919 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

Active  erosion  occurs  in  the 
allotment. 

Substantial  surface  acreage 
within  allotment  affected  by 
mineral  development  activities. 


Management 
Objectives 

Improve  and  maintain  erosion  condition 
in  moderate  or  better  erosion  condition. 

Adjust  allotment  capacities  and 
management  system,  as  needed,  to  address 
minerals  development  impacts. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 


Allotment  Name:  Dawson  Butte 
Public  Acres: 


3,837 


Allot.  No.:  5524 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category: ! 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  614 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  614 

Average  Actual  Use:  555 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

Water  quality  does  not  currently 
meet  DEQ  water  quality  standards 
for  beneficial  uses. 


Active  erosion  occurs  in  the 
allotment. 


Management 
Objectives 

Improve  surface  water  quality  on 
public  lands  to  meet  or  exceed  quality 
standards  for  all  beneficial  uses  as 
established  by  the  DEQ,  where  BLM 
authorized  actions  are  having  a 
negative  effect  on  water  quality. 

Improve  and  maintain  erosion  condition 
in  moderate  or  better  erosion  condition. 


Riparian  or  aquatic  habitat  is  in 
less  than  good  habitat 
condition. 

At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
sage  grouse,  redband  trout 

Current  range  condition,  level  or 
pattern  of  utilization  may  be 
unacceptable,  or  carrying  capacity 
(under  current  management  practices) 
may  be  exceeded. 


Improve  and  maintain  riparian  or 
aquatic  habitat  in  good  or  better 
habitat  condition. 

Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM-authorized 
actions. 


Maintain  or  improve  rangeland  condition 
and  productivity  through  a  change  in 
management  practices  and/or  reduction 
in  active  use.  (Note:  Upon  completion 
of  the  Ecological  Site  Inventory  on  the 
Three  Rivers  RA,  ecological  status 
objectives  will  be  developed.) 


CONSTRAINTS 


Area  influencing  perennial  water  occurs  within  the  allotment.  Limit  treatment  of  this  area  by  mechanical  or  prescribed  fire  means  to 
less  than  20  percent  of  area  in  any  one  year. 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  Mill  Gulch 
Public  Acres: 


2,281 


Allot.  No.:  5525 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  M 


640 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  525 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  525 

Exchange  of  Use:  67 

Average  Actual  Use:  563 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

Water  quality  does  not  currently 
meet  DEQ  water  quality  standards 
for  beneficial  uses. 


Active  erosion  occurs  in  the 
allotment. 

Substantial  surface  acreage 
within  allotment  affected  by 
mineral  development  activities. 


Management 
Objectives 

Improve  surface  water  quality  on 
public  lands  to  meet  or  exceed  quality 
standards  for  all  beneficial  uses  as 
established  by  the  DEQ,  where  BLM 
authorized  actions  are  having  a 
negative  effect  on  water  quality. 

Improve  and  maintain  erosion  condition 
in  moderate  or  better  erosion  condition. 

Adjust  allotment  capacities  and 
management  system,  as  needed,  to  address 
minerals  development  impacts. 


CONSTRAINTS 

Area  influencing  perennial  water  occurs  within  the  allotment.  Limit  treatment  of  this  area  by  mechanical  or  prescribed  fire  means  to 
less  than  20  percent  of  area  in  any  one  year. 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 


Allotment  Name:  Chalk  Hills 
Public  Acres: 


9,262 


Allot.  No.:  5526 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  M 


1,130 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  936 

Suspended  Nonuse:  762 

Total  Preference:  1 ,698 

Exchange  of  Use:  87 

Average  Actual  Use:  850 
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Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


54 


54 


Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 


Active  erosion  occurs  in  the 
allotment. 


Management 
Objectives 

Improve  and  maintain  erosion  condition 
in  moderate  or  better  erosion  condition. 


Substantial  surface  acreage 
within  allotment  affected  by 
mineral  development  activities. 


Adjust  allotment  capacities  and 
management  system,  as  needed,  to  address 
minerals  development  impacts. 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

Deer  winter  range  occurs  in  allotment.  Vegetation  conversions  must  be  limited  to  less  than  400  acres  in  size.  Maintain  browse  on 
at  least  85  percent  of  the  winter  range  currently  supporting  browse. 


Allotment  Name:  Riverside  FFR 
Public  Acres: 


255 


Allot.  No.:  5527 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  35 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  35 

Average  Actual  Use:  35 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 


Management 
Objectives 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

Deer  winter  range  occurs  in  allotment.  Vegetation  conversions  must  be  limited  to  less  than  400  acres  in  size.  Maintain  browse  on 
at  least  85  percent  of  the  winter  range  currently  supporting  browse. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  Cooler 
Public  Acres: 


5,020 


Allot.  No.:  5528 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  M 


250 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  530 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  530 

Average  Actual  Use:  531 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


12 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

Active  erosion  occurs  in  the 
allotment. 

At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
sage  grouse,  Trifolium  leibergii 


Management 
Objectives 

Improve  and  maintain  erosion  condition 
in  moderate  or  better  erosion  condition. 

Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM-authorized 
actions. 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 


Allotment  Name:  House  Butte 
Public  Acres: 


22,857 


Allot.  No.:  5529 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  M 


2,645 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  2,085 

Suspended  Nonuse:  912 

Total  Preference:  2,997 

Exchange  of  Use:  93 

Average  Actual  Use:  2,219 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


107 


113 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

The  Biscuitroot  Cultural  Area  of 
Critical  Environmental  Concern 
occurs  within  allotment. 


At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
sage  grouse 


Management 
Objectives 

Adjust  allotment  management  including 
levels  and  areas  of  authorized  use, 
seasons  of  use  and  grazing  system  as 
required  by  ACEC  Management  Plan. 

Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM -authorized 
actions. 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 


Allotment  Name:  River 
Public  Acres: 


24,422 


Allot.  No.:  5530 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category: 


2,760 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  1 ,649 

Suspended  Nonuse:  973 

Total  Preference:  2,622 

Exchange  of  Use:  180 

Average  Actual  Use:  839 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


33 


33 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

Water  quality  does  not  currently 
meet  DEQ  water  quality  standards 
for  beneficial  uses. 


Active  erosion  occurs  in  the 
allotment. 


Management 
Objectives 

Improve  surface  water  quality  on 
public  lands  to  meet  or  exceed  quality 
standards  for  all  beneficial  uses  as 
established  by  the  DEQ,  where  BLM 
authorized  actions  are  having  a 
negative  effect  on  water  quality. 

Improve  and  maintain  erosion  condition 
in  moderate  or  better  erosion  condition. 


At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
sage  grouse,  bighorn  sheep,  redband 
trout,  Triflolium  leibergii,  Lupinus 
biddlei 


Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM -authorized 
actions. 


Riparian  or  aquatic  habitat  is  in 
less  than  good  habitat 
condition. 


Improve  and  maintain  riparian  or 
aquatic  habitat  in  good  or  better 
habitat  condition. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


CONSTRAINTS 

Area  influencing  perennial  water  occurs  within  the  allotment.  Limit  treatment  of  this  area  by  mechanical  or  prescribed  fire  means  to 
less  than  20  percent  of  area  in  any  one  year. 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

Deer  winter  range  occurs  in  allotment.  Vegetation  conversions  must  be  limited  to  less  than  400  acres  in  size.  Maintain  browse  on 
at  least  85  percent  of  the  winter  range  currently  supporting  browse. 


Allotment  Name:  Stinkingwater 
Public  Acres: 


23,461 


Allot.  No.:  5531 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  I 


1,413 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  2,857 

Suspended  Nonuse:  1,659 

Total  Preference:  4,516 

Exchange  of  Use:  37 

Average  Actual  Use:  3,137 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


23 

28 

15 

240 

306 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

Water  quality  does  not  currently 
meet  DEQ  water  quality  standards 
for  beneficial  uses. 


At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
sage  grouse,  redband  trout,  bighorn 
sheep 

Limiting  big  game  habitat  in 
unsatisfactory  habitat  condition. 

No  forage  allocations  for  elk  use 
in  the  allotment  have  been  made. 

The  Biscuitroot  Cultural  Area  of 
Critical  Environmental  Concern 
occurs  within  allotment. 


Management 
Objectives 

Improve  surface  water  quality  on 
public  lands  to  meet  or  exceed  quality 
standards  for  all  beneficial  uses  as 
established  by  the  DEQ,  where  BLM 
authorized  actions  are  having  a 
negative  effect  on  water  quality. 

Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM-authorized 
actions. 


Improve  and  maintain  big  game  habitat 
in  satisfactory  habitat  condition. 

Allocate  forage  to  meet  elk  forage 
demands. 

Adjust  allotment  management  including 
levels  and  areas  of  authorized  use, 
seasons  of  use  and  grazing  system  as 
required  by  ACEC  Management  Plan. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


The  allotment  contains  all  or  a 
portion  of  the  Stinkingwater  Wild 
Horse  Herd  Management  Area. 


Allotment  Name:  Stinkingwater  (Con't) 

Riparian  or  aquatic  habitat  is  in 
less  than  good  habitat 
condition. 


Maintain  healthy  populations  of  wild 
horses  and  burros  at  appropriate 
management  levels  which  will  achieve 
a  thriving  natural  ecological  balance. 


Improve  and  maintain  riparian  or 
aquatic  habitat  in  good  or  better 
habitat  condition. 


CONSTRAINTS 

Area  influencing  perennial  water  occurs  within  the  allotment.  Limit  treatment  of  this  area  by  mechanical  or  prescribed  fire  means  to 
less  than  20  percent  of  area  in  any  one  year. 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 


Allotment  Name:  Mountain 
Public  Acres: 


37,811 


Allot.  No.:  5532 

Mgmt.  Category: 

Other  Acres: 

5,585 

Other  Forage 

Demands 

(AUMs) 

Deer: 

166 

Elk: 

352 

Antelope: 

10 

Horses: 

620 

Total: 

1,148 

Management 
Objectives 

Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference: 

Suspended  Nonuse: 

Total  Preference: 

Exchange  of  Use: 

Average  Actual  Use: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

Water  quality  does  not  currently 
meet  DEQ  water  quality  standards 
for  beneficial  uses. 


Limiting  big  game  habitat  in 
unsatisfactory  habitat  condition. 

The  Biscuitroot  Cultural  Area  of 
Critical  Environmental  Concern 
occurs  within  allotment. 


The  allotment  contains  all  or  a 
portion  of  the  Stinkingwater  Wild 
Horse  Herd  Management  Area. 


3,374 
1,567 
4,941 
298 
3,059 


Improve  surface  water  quality  on 
public  lands  to  meet  or  exceed  quality 
standards  for  all  beneficial  uses  as 
established  by  the  DEQ,  where  BLM 
authorized  actions  are  having  a 
negative  effect  on  water  quality. 

Improve  and  maintain  big  game  habitat 
in  satisfactory  habitat  condition. 

Adjust  allotment  management  including 
levels  and  areas  of  authorized  use, 
seasons  of  use  and  grazing  system  as 
required  by  ACEC  Management  Plan. 

Maintain  healthy  populations  of  wild 
horses  and  burros  at  appropriate 
management  levels  which  will  achieve 
a  thriving  natural  ecological  balance. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


No  forage  allocations  for  elk  use 
in  the  allotment  have  been  made. 

Riparian  or  aquatic  habitat  is  in 
less  than  good  habitat 
condition. 

At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
sage  grouse,  redband  trout 

Current  range  condition,  level  or 
pattern  of  utilization  may  be 
unacceptable,  or  carrying  capacity 
(under  current  management  practices) 
may  be  exceeded. 


Allocate  forage  to  meet  elk  forage 
demands. 

Improve  and  maintain  riparian  or 
aquatic  habitat  in  good  or  better 
habitat  condition. 

Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM-authorized 
actions. 


Maintain  or  improve  rangeland  condition 
and  productivity  through  a  change  in 
management  practices  and/or  reduction 
in  active  use.  (Note:  Upon  completion 
of  the  Ecological  Site  Inventory  on  the 
Three  Rivers  RA,  ecological  status 
objectives  will  be  developed.) 


CONSTRAINTS 

Area  influencing  perennial  water  occurs  within  the  allotment.  Limit  treatment  of  this  area  by  mechanical  or  prescribed  fire  means  to 
less  than  20  percent  of  area  in  any  one  year. 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

Deer  winter  range  occurs  in  allotment.  Vegetation  conversions  must  be  limited  to  less  than  400  acres  in  size.  Maintain  browse  on 
at  least  85  percent  of  the  winter  range  currently  supporting  browse. 


Allotment  Name:  Buchanan 
Public  Acres: 


2,328 


Allot.  No.:  5533 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  M 


2,698 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  152 

Suspended  Nonuse:  131 

Total  Preference:  283 

Exchange  of  Use:  160 

Average  Actual  Use:  368 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 
Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 
Horses: 
Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

The  Biscuitroot  Cultural  Area  of 
Critical  Environmental  Concern 
occurs  within  allotment. 


Management 
Objectives 

Adjust  allotment  management  including 
levels  and  areas  of  authorized  use, 
seasons  of  use  and  grazing  system  as 
required  by  ACEC  Management  Plan. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
sage  grouse 


Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM-authorized 
actions. 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

Deer  winter  range  occurs  in  allotment.  Vegetation  conversions  must  be  limited  to  less  than  400  acres  in  size.  Maintain  browse  on 
at  least  85  percent  of  the  winter  range  currently  supporting  browse. 


Allotment  Name:  Mahon  Creek 
Public  Acres: 


2,625 


Allot.  No.:  5534 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  M 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  273 

Suspended  Nonuse:  184 

Total  Preference:  457 

Average  Actual  Use:  292 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


34 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

Water  quality  does  not  currently 
meet  DEQ  water  quality  standards 
for  beneficial  uses. 


No  forage  allocations  for  elk  use 
in  the  allotment  have  been  made. 


Management 
Objectives 

Improve  surface  water  quality  on 
public  lands  to  meet  or  exceed  quality 
standards  for  all  beneficial  uses  as 
established  by  the  DEQ,  where  BLM 
authorized  actions  are  having  a 
negative  effect  on  water  quality. 

Allocate  forage  to  meet  elk  forage 
demands. 


CONSTRAINTS 

Area  influencing  perennial  water  occurs  within  the  allotment.  Limit  treatment  of  this  area  by  mechanical  or  prescribed  fire  means  to 
less  than  20  percent  of  area  in  any  one  year. 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

Deer  winter  range  occurs  in  allotment.  Vegetation  conversions  must  be  limited  to  less  than  400  acres  in  size.  Maintain  browse  on 
at  least  85  percent  of  the  winter  range  currently  supporting  browse. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  Miller  Canyon 
Public  Acres: 


6,198 


Allot.  No.:  5535 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  I 


850 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  450 

Suspended  Nonuse:  153 

Total  Preference:  603 

Average  Actual  Use:  330 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


63 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

No  forage  allocations  for  elk  use 
in  the  allotment  have  been  made. 

At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
sage  grouse 

Current  range  condition,  level  or 
pattern  of  utilization  may  be 
unacceptable,  or  carrying  capacity 
(under  current  management  practices) 
may  be  exceeded. 


Management 
Objectives 

Allocate  forage  to  meet  elk  forage 
demands. 

Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM-authorized 
actions. 


Maintain  or  improve  rangeland  condition 
and  productivity  through  a  change  in 
management  practices  and/or  reduction 
in  active  use.  (Note:  Upon  completion 
of  the  Ecological  Site  Inventory  on  the 
Three  Rivers  RA,  ecological  status 
objectives  will  be  developed.) 


CONSTRAINTS 

Allotment  contains  all  or  a  portion  of  a  Wild  Horse  Herd  Management  Area.  Management  actions  must  be  mitigated,  as  needed,  to 
ensure  free-roaming  nature  of  the  herd. 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

Deer  winter  range  occurs  in  allotment.  Vegetation  conversions  must  be  limited  to  less  than  400  acres  in  size.  Maintain  browse  on 
at  least  85  percent  of  the  winter  range  currently  supporting  browse. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  Alder  Creek 
Public  Acres: 


29,809 


Allot.  No.:  5536 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category: 


2,201 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  2,584 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  2,584 

Exchange  of  Use:  337 

Average  Actual  Use:  3,015 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


225 

196 
13 

434 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

Water  quality  does  not  currently 
meet  DEQ  water  quality  standards 
for  beneficial  uses. 


Limiting  big  game  habitat  in 
unsatisfactory  habitat  condition. 

No  forage  allocations  for  elk  use 
in  the  allotment  have  been  made. 

Riparian  or  aquatic  habitat  is  in 
less  than  good  habitat 
condition. 

At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
sage  grouse,  redband  trout,  bald 
eagle 

Current  range  condition,  level  or 
pattern  of  utilization  may  be 
unacceptable,  or  carrying  capacity 
(under  current  management  practices) 
may  be  exceeded. 


Management 
Objectives 

Improve  surface  water  quality  on 
public  lands  to  meet  or  exceed  quality 
standards  for  all  beneficial  uses  as 
established  by  the  DEQ,  where  BLM 
authorized  actions  are  having  a 
negative  effect  on  water  quality. 

Improve  and  maintain  big  game  habitat 
in  satisfactory  habitat  condition. 

Allocate  forage  to  meet  elk  forage 
demands. 

Improve  and  maintain  riparian  or 
aquatic  habitat  in  good  or  better 
habitat  condition. 

Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM-authorized 
actions. 


Maintain  or  improve  rangeland  condition 
and  productivity  through  a  change  in 
management  practices  and/or  reduction 
in  active  use.  (Note:  Upon  completion 
of  the  Ecological  Site  Inventory  on  the 
Three  Rivers  RA,  ecological  status 
objectives  will  be  developed.) 


CONSTRAINTS 

Species  officially  listed  as  Threatened  or  Endangered  under  the  Endangered  Species  Act  and/or  their  critical  habitat  occur  within 
the  allotment.  Consult  with  USFWS  on  all  actions  which  may  affect  the  species  and  mitigate  all  management  practices  to  avoid 
adversely  affecting  the  species. 

Area  influencing  perennial  water  occurs  within  the  allotment.  Limit  treatment  of  this  area  by  mechanical  or  prescribed  fire  means  to 
less  than  20  percent  of  area  in  any  one  year. 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued^  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

Deer  winter  range  occurs  in  allotment.  Vegetation  conversions  must  be  limited  to  less  than  400  acres  in  size.  Maintain  browse  on 
at  least  85  percent  of  the  winter  range  currently  supporting  browse. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  Buck  Mountain 
Public  Acres: 


14,849 


Allot.  No.:  5537 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  M 


1,992 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  1,515 

Suspended  Nonuse:  421 

Total  Preference:  1 ,936 

Exchange  of  Use:  175 

Average  Actual  Use:  1 ,852 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


25 

164 
20 

209 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

Water  quality  does  not  currently 
meet  DEQ  water  quality  standards 
for  beneficial  uses. 


No  forage  allocations  for  elk  use 
in  the  allotment  have  been  made. 

Riparian  or  aquatic  habitat  is  in 
less  than  good  habitat 
condition. 

At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
sage  grouse,  Lupinus  biddlei 


Management 
Objectives 

Improve  surface  water  quality  on 
public  lands  to  meet  or  exceed  quality 
standards  for  all  beneficial  uses  as 
established  by  the  DEQ,  where  BLM 
authorized  actions  are  having  a 
negative  effect  on  water  quality. 

Allocate  forage  to  meet  elk  forage 
demands. 

Improve  and  maintain  riparian  or 
aquatic  habitat  in  good  or  better 
habitat  condition. 

Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM-authorized 
actions. 


CONSTRAINTS 

Area  influencing  perennial  water  occurs  within  the  allotment.  Limit  treatment  of  this  area  by  mechanical  or  prescribed  fire  means  to 
less  than  20  percent  of  area  in  any  one  year. 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

Deer  winter  range  occurs  in  allotment.  Vegetation  conversions  must  be  limited  to  less  than  400  acres  in  size.  Maintain  browse  on 
at  least  85  percent  of  the  winter  range  currently  supporting  browse. 


Appendix  I-96 


Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  Riverside 
Public  Acres: 


15,588 


Allot.  No.:  5538 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  M 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  1 ,949 

Suspended  Nonuse:  807 

Total  Preference:  2,756 

Exchange  of  Use:  728 

Average  Actual  Use:  2,514 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


27 


38 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
Lupinus  biddlei 

Intensive  recreation  use  occurs 
within  the  allotment. 


Current  range  condition,  level  or 
pattern  of  utilization  may  be 
unacceptable,  or  carrying  capacity 
(under  current  management  practices) 
may  be  exceeded. 


Management 
Objectives 

Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM-authorized 
actions. 


Incorporate  recreation  management 
objectives  into  overall  allotment 
management  system. 

Maintain  or  improve  rangeland  condition 
and  productivity  through  a  change  in 
management  practices  and/or  reduction 
in  active  use.  (Note:  Upon  completion 
of  the  Ecological  Site  Inventory  on  the 
Three  Rivers  RA,  ecological  status 
objectives  will  be  developed.) 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

Deer  winter  range  occurs  in  allotment.  Vegetation  conversions  must  be  limited  to  less  than  400  acres  in  size.  Maintain  browse  on 
at  least  85  percent  of  the  winter  range  currently  supporting  browse. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  W&C  Blaylock  FFR 
Public  Acres:  410 


Allot.  No.:  5539 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  30 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  30 

Average  Actual  Use:  30 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


26 


26 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 


Management 
Objectives 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

Deer  winter  range  occurs  in  allotment.  Vegetation  conversions  must  be  limited  to  less  than  400  acres  in  size.  Maintain  browse  on 
at  least  85  percent  of  the  winter  range  currently  supporting  browse. 


Allotment  Name:  Luce  Field 
Public  Acres: 


225 


Allot.  No.:  5540 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  13 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  13 

Average  Actual  Use:  13 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 


Management 
Objectives 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  Home  Ranch  ExclosureAllot.  No.:  5541  Mgmt.  Category:  C 

Public  Acres:  1,233  Other  Acres: 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  100 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  1 00 

Average  Actual  Use:  1 00 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 


Management 
Objectives 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 


Allotment  Name:  Marshall  FFR 
Public  Acres: 


302 


Allot.  No.:  5542 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  13 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  13 

Average  Actual  Use:  13 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 


Management 
Objectives 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  Devine  Flat  Field 
Public  Acres: 


788 


Allot.  No.:  5543 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  118 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  118 

Average  Actual  Use:  118 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 


Management 
Objectives 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 


Allotment  Name:  Brooks  Field 
Public  Acres: 


520 


Allot.  No.:  5544 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  50 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  50 

Average  Actual  Use:  50 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


42 


43 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 


Management 
Objectives 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  Sunshine  Field 
Public  Acres: 


463 


Allot.  No.:  5545 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  52 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  52 

Average  Actual  Use:  52 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 


Management 
Objectives 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 


Allotment  Name:  Druitt  Field  and  FFRAIIot.  No.:  5546 
Public  Acres:  746 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 
Other  Acres: 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  30 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  30 

Average  Actual  Use:  30 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


15 


16 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
sage  grouse 


Management 
Objectives 

Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM-authorized 
actions. 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  Lake  Field 
Public  Acres: 


30 


Allot.  No.:  5547 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  3 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  3 

Average  Actual  Use:  3 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

Substantial  surface  acreage 
within  allotment  affected  by 
mineral  development  activities. 


Management 
Objectives 

Adjust  allotment  capacities  and 
management  system,  as  needed,  to  address 
minerals  development  impacts. 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 


Allotment  Name:  Griffin  FFR 
Public  Acres: 


450 


Allot.  No.:  5548 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  56 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  56 

Average  Actual  Use:  56 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 


Management 
Objectives 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  Howards  FFR 
Public  Acres: 


392 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  30 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  30 

Average  Actual  Use:  30 


Allot.  No.:  5549 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 


Management 
Objectives 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 


Allotment  Name:  Jordan's  FFR 
Public  Acres: 


60 


Allot.  No.:  5550 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  6 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  6 

Average  Actual  Use:  6 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 


Management 
Objectives 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  Lillard's  FFR 
Public  Acres: 


40 


Allot.  No.:  5551 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  7 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  7 

Average  Actual  Use:  17 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 


Management 
Objectives 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 


Allotment  Name:  Miller  FFR  A 
Public  Acres: 


320 


Allot.  No.:  5552 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  20 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  20 

Average  Actual  Use:  20 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 


Management 
Objectives 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  Miller  FFR  B 
Public  Acres: 


40 


Allot.  No.:  5553 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  5 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  5 

Average  Actual  Use:  5 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 


Management 
Objectives 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 


Allotment  Name:  J.Fran  Miller  FFR 
Public  Acres: 


849 


Allot.  No.:  5554 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  25 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  25 

Average  Actual  Use:  25 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 


Management 
Objectives 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  Ott  FFR 
Public  Acres: 


64 


Allot.  No.:  5555 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  5 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  5 

Average  Actual  Use:  5 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 


Management 
Objectives 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 


Allotment  Name:  Pine  Creek  FFR 
Public  Acres: 


1,298 


Allot.  No.:  5556 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  1 80 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  180 

Average  Actual  Use:  180 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 


Management 
Objectives 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  J&G  Kane  FFR 
Public  Acres: 


110 


Allot.  No.:  5557 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  5 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  5 

Average  Actual  Use:  5 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 


Management 
Objectives 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 


Allotment  Name:  J&G  FFR 
Public  Acres: 


130 


Allot.  No.:  5558 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  33 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  33 

Average  Actual  Use:  33 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 


Management 
Objectives 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  Sword's  FFR 
Public  Acres: 


172 


Allot.  No.:  5559 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  32 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  32 

Average  Actual  Use:  32 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 


Management 
Objectives 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 


Allotment  Name:  Vicker's  FFR 
Public  Acres: 


1,740 


Allot.  No.:  5560 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  191 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  191 

Average  Actual  Use:  1 91 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 


Management 
Objectives 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  Wilber  FFR 
Public  Acres: 


1,335 


Allot.  No.:  5561 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  125 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  125 

Average  Actual  Use:  125 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 


Management 
Objectives 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 


Allotment  Name:  Williams'  FFR 
Public  Acres: 


200 


Allot.  No.:  5562 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  24 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  24 

Average  Actual  Use:  24 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 


Management 
Objectives 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  Arnold's  FFR 
Public  Acres: 


230 


Allot.  No.:  5563 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  23 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  23 

Average  Actual  Use:  23 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 


Management 
Objectives 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensurethat  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 


Allotment  Name:  Wheeler  Basin 
Public  Acres: 


4,981 


Allot.  No.:  5564 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  M 


230 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Act  i  ve  P  ref  e  re  nee :  618 

Suspended  Nonuse:  342 

Total  Preference:  960 

Average  Actual  Use:  737 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


14 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 


Management 
Objectives 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

Deer  winter  range  occurs  in  allotment.  Vegetation  conversions  must  be  limited  to  less  than  400  acres  in  size.  Maintain  browse  on 
at  least  85  percent  of  the  winter  range  currently  supporting  browse. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  Upton  Mountain 
Public  Acres: 


13,761 


Allot.  No.:  5565 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  I 


354 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  1,615 

Suspended  Nonuse:  771 

Total  Preference:  2,386 

Average  Actual  Use:  1 ,404 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

Active  erosion  occurs  in  the 
allotment. 

At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
sage  grouse,  bighorn  sheep 

Current  range  condition,  level  or 
pattern  of  utilization  may  be 
unacceptable,  or  carrying  capacity 
(under  current  management  practices) 
may  be  exceeded. 


Management 
Objectives 

Improve  and  maintain  erosion  condition 
in  moderate  or  better  erosion  condition. 

Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM-authorized 
actions. 


Maintain  or  improve  rangeland  condition 
and  productivity  through  a  change  in 
management  practices  and/or  reduction 
in  active  use.  (Note:  Upon  completion 
of  the  Ecological  Site  Inventory  on  the 
Three  Rivers  RA,  ecological  status 
objectives  will  be  developed.) 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  Texaco  Basin 
Public  Acres: 


10,714 


Allot.  No.:  5566 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  I 


440 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  1,900 

Suspended  Nonuse:  900 

Total  Preference:  2,800 

Exchange  of  Use:  22 

Average  Actual  Use:  2,525 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


9 
100 
109 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

Water  quality  does  not  currently 
meet  DEQ  water  quality  standards 
for  beneficial  uses. 


Riparian  or  aquatic  habitat  is  in 
less  than  good  habitat 
condition. 


Management 
Objectives 

Improve  surface  water  quality  on 
public  lands  to  meet  or  exceed  quality 
standards  for  all  beneficial  uses  as 
established  by  the  DEQ,  where  BLM 
authorized  actions  are  having  a 
negative  effect  on  water  quality. 

Improve  and  maintain  riparian  or 
aquatic  habitat  in  good  or  better 
habitat  condition. 


Wetlands  habitat  in  less  than 
satisfactory  condition. 


Intensive  recreation  use  occurs 
within  the  allotment. 


The  allotment  contains  all  or  a 
portion  of  the  Stinkingwater  Wild 
Horse  Herd  Management  Area. 


At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
sage  grouse,  redband  trout,  Lupinus 
biddei,  bighorn  sheep 


Improve  wetlands  habitat  condition  to 
satisfactory  or  better. 

Incorporate  recreation  management 
objectives  into  overall  allotment 
management  system. 

Maintain  healthy  populations  of  wild 
horses  and  burros  at  appropriate 
management  levels  which  will  achieve 
a  thriving  natural  ecological  balance. 

Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM-authorized 
actions. 


CONSTRAINTS 

Area  influencing  perennial  water  occurs  within  the  allotment.  Limit  treatment  of  this  area  by  mechanical  or  prescribed  fire  means  to 
less  than  20  percent  of  area  in  any  one  year. 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  Miler  FFR 
Public  Acres: 


160 


Allot.  No.:  5567 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Act  i  ve  P  ref  e  re  nee :  16 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  16 

Average  Actual  Use:  16 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 


Management 
Objectives 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 


Allotment  Name:  Bryon's  FFR 
Public  Acres: 


40 


Allot.  No.:  5568 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  6 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  6 

Average  Actual  Use:  6 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 


Management 
Objectives 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  Floyd's  FFR 
Public  Acres: 


40 


Allot.  No.:  5569 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  2 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  2 

Average  Actual  Use:  2 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 


Management 
Objectives 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 


Allotment  Name:  River  FFR 
Public  Acres: 


290 


Allot.  No.:  5570 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  60 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  60 

Average  Actual  Use:  60 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 


Management 
Objectives 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  Lamb  Ranch 
Public  Acres: 


2,240 


Allot.  No.:  5571 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  I 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  246 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  246 

Average  Actual  Use:  246 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

Water  quality  does  not  currently 
meet  DEQ  water  quality  standards 
for  beneficial  uses. 


At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
sage  grouse 

Current  range  condition,  level  or 
pattern  of  utilization  may  be 
unacceptable,  or  carrying  capacity 
(under  current  management  practices) 
may  be  exceeded. 


Management 
Objectives 

Improve  surface  water  quality  on 
public  lands  to  meet  or  exceed  quality 
standards  for  all  beneficial  uses  as 
established  by  the  DEQ,  where  BLM 
authorized  actions  are  having  a 
negative  effect  on  water  quality. 

Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM-authorized 
actions. 


Maintain  or  improve  rangeland  condition 
and  productivity  through  a  change  in 
management  practices  and/or  reduction 
in  active  use.  (Note:  Upon  completion 
of  the  Ecological  Site  Inventory  on  the 
Three  Rivers  RA,  ecological  status 
objectives  will  be  developed.) 


CONSTRAINTS 

Area  influencing  perennial  water  occurs  within  the  allotment.  Limit  treatment  of  this  area  by  mechanical  or  prescribed  fire  means  to 
less  than  20  percent  of  area  in  any  one  year. 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  Krueger  FFR 
Public  Acres: 


80 


Allot.  No.:  5572 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  8 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  8 

Exchange  of  Use:  4 

Average  Actual  Use:  12 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

Unallotted  grazing  area. 


Management 
Objectives 

Issue  temporary  nonrenewable  license  unless  allotted. 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 


Allotment  Name:  East  Warm  Springs 
Public  Acres:  181,390 


Allot.  No.:  7001 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  I 


17,547 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  8,225 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  8,225 

Exchange  of  Use:  40 

'Carrying  Capacity:  12,292 

Average  Actual  Use:  12,989 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


80 


1,200 
1,379 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

Limiting  big  game  habitat  in 
unsatisfactory  habitat  condition. 

Playa  habitat  occurs  in  the 
allotment. 


Management 
Objectives 

Improve  and  maintain  big  game  habitat 
in  satisfactory  habitat  condition. 

Incorporate  playa  management  objectives 
into  allotment  management  as  such 
objectives  are  developed. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
long-billed  curlew,  snowy  plover, 
Malheur  wirelettuce,  sage  grouse 

The  South  Narrows  Area  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern  occurs  within 
allotment. 


The  allotment  contains  all  or  a 
portion  of  the  Warm  Springs  Wild 
Horse  Herd  Management  Area. 


Water  quality  does  not  currently 
meet  DEQ  water  quality  standards 
for  beneficial  uses. 


The  Foster  Flat  RNA/ACEC  occurs 
within  the  allotment. 


Active  erosion  occurs  in  the 
allotment. 


Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM-authorized 
actions. 


Adjust  allotment  management  including 
levels  and  areas  of  authorized  use, 
seasons  of  use  and  grazing  system  as 
required  by  activity  plans  associated 
with  Stephanomeria  malheurensis. 

Maintain  healthy  populations  of  wild 
horses  and  burros  at  appropriate 
management  levels  which  will  achieve 
a  thriving  natural  ecological  balance. 

Improve  surface  water  quality  on 
public  lands  to  meet  or  exceed  quality 
standards  for  all  beneficial  uses  as 
established  by  the  DEQ,  where  BLM 
authorized  actions  are  having  a 
negative  effect  on  water  quality. 

Adjust  allotment  management  including 
levels  and  areas  of  authorized  use, 
seasons  of  use  and  grazing  system 
as  required  by  ACEC  Management  Plan. 

Improve  and  maintain  erosion  condition 
in  moderate  or  better  erosion  condition. 


Current  range  condition,  level  or 
pattern  of  utilization  may  be 
unacceptable,  or  carrying  capacity 
(under  current  management  practices) 
may  be  exceeded. 


Maintain  or  improve  rangeland  condition 
and  productivity  through  a  change  in 
management  practices  and/or  reduction 
in  active  use.  (Note:  Upon  completion 
of  the  Ecological  Site  Inventory  on  the 
Three  Rivers  RA,  ecological  status 
objectives  will  be  developed.) 


CONSTRAINTS 

Species  officially  listed  as  Threatened  or  Endangered  under  the  Endangered  Species  Act  and/or  their  critical  habitat  occur  within 
the  allotment.  Consult  with  USFWS  on  all  actions  which  may  affect  the  species  and  mitigate  all  management  practices  to  avoid 
adversely  affecting  the  species. 

Deer  winter  range  occurs  in  allotment.  Vegetation  conversions  must  be  limited  to  less  than  400  acres  in  size.  Maintain  browse  on 
at  least  85  percent  of  the  winter  range  currently  supporting  browse. 

Area  influencing  perennial  water  occurs  within  the  allotment.  Limit  treatment  of  this  area  by  mechanical  or  prescribed  fire  means  to 
less  than  20  percent  of  area  in  any  one  year. 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

'Indicates  an  allotment  where  carrying  capacity  has  been  determined  in  a  completed  allotment  evaluation. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  West  Warm  Springs 
Public  Acres:  295,549 


Allot.  No.:  7002 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category: 


11,119 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  11,167 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  11,167 

Exchange  of  Use:  110 

Average  Actual  Use:  5,1 14 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


116 

38 
1,224 
1,378 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

Riparian  or  aquatic  habitat  is  in 
less  than  good  habitat 
condition. 

Playa  habitat  occurs  in  the 
allotment. 


At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
sage  grouse,  snowy  plover 

Water  quality  does  not  currently 
meet  DEQ  water  quality  standards 
for  beneficial  uses. 


The  allotment  contains  all  or  a 
portion  of  the  Warm  Springs  Wild 
Horse  Herd  Management  Area. 


Management 
Objectives 

Improve  and  maintain  riparian  or 
aquatic  habitat  in  good  or  better 
habitat  condition. 

Incorporate  playa  management  objectives 
into  allotment  management  as  such 
objectives  are  developed. 

Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM-authorized 
actions. 


Improve  surface  water  quality  on 
public  lands  to  meet  or  exceed  quality 
standards  for  all  beneficial  uses  as 
established  by  the  DEQ,  where  BLM 
authorized  actions  are  having  a 
negative  effect  on  water  quality. 

Maintain  healthy  populations  of  wild 
horses  and  burros  at  appropriate 
management  levels  which  will  achieve 
a  thriving  natural  ecological  balance. 


Current  range  condition,  level  or 
pattern  of  utilization  may  be 
unacceptable,  or  carrying  capacity 
(under  current  management  practices) 
may  be  exceeded. 


Maintain  or  improve  rangeland  condition 
and  productivity  through  a  change  in 
management  practices  and/or  reduction 
in  active  use.  (Note:  Upon  completion 
of  the  Ecological  Site  Inventory  on  the 
Three  Rivers  RA,  ecological  status 
objectives  will  be  developed.) 


CONSTRAINTS 

Deer  winter  range  occurs  in  allotment.  Vegetation  conversions  must  be  limited  to  less  than  400  acres  in  size.  Maintain  browse  on 
at  least  85  percent  of  the  winter  range  currently  supporting  browse. 

Area  influencing  perennial  water  occurs  within  the  allotment.  Limit  treatment  of  this  area  by  mechanical  or  prescribed  fire  means  to 
less  than  20  percent  of  area  in  any  one  year. 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  East  Wagontire 

Public  Acres:  118,232 


Allot.  No.:  7003 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  I 


80,962 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  8,281 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  8,281 

Exchange  of  Use:  518 

Average  Actual  Use:  6,913 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


93 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

Limiting  big  game  habitat  in 
unsatisfactory  habitat  condition. 

Playa  habitat  occurs  in  the 
allotment. 


At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
sage  grouse 

Current  range  condition,  level  or 
pattern  of  utilization  may  be 
unacceptable,  or  carrying  capacity 
(under  current  management  practices) 
may  be  exceeded. 


Management 
Objectives 

Improve  and  maintain  big  game  habitat 
in  satisfactory  habitat  condition. 

Incorporate  playa  management  objectives 
into  allotment  management  as  such 
objectives  are  developed. 

Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM-authorized 
actions. 


Maintain  or  improve  rangeland  condition 
and  productivity  through  a  change  in 
management  practices  and/or  reduction 
in  active  use.  (Note:  Upon  completion 
of  the  Ecological  Site  Inventory  on  the 
Three  Rivers  RA,  ecological  status 
objectives  will  be  developed.) 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  West  Wagontire 

Public  Acres:  66,718 


Allot.  No.:  7004 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  I 


3,929 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  7,493 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  7,493 

'Carrying  Capacity:  4,648 

Average  Actual  Use:  5,682 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


73 


82 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

Limiting  big  game  habitat  in 
unsatisfactory  habitat  condition. 

Playa  habitat  occurs  in  the 
allotment. 


At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
sage  grouse 

Current  range  condition,  level  or 
pattern  of  utilization  may  be 
unacceptable,  or  carrying  capacity 
(under  current  management  practices) 
may  be  exceeded. 


Management 
Objectives 

Improve  and  maintain  big  game  habitat 
in  satisfactory  habitat  condition. 

Incorporate  playa  management  objectives 
into  allotment  management  as  such 
objectives  are  developed. 

Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM-authorized 
actions. 


Maintain  or  improve  rangeland  condition 
and  productivity  through  a  change  in 
management  practices  and/or  reduction 
in  active  use.  (Note:  Upon  completion 
of  the  Ecological  Site  Inventory  on  the 
Three  Rivers  RA,  ecological  status 
objectives  will  be  developed.) 


CONSTRAINTS 

Deer  winter  range  occurs  in  allotment.  Vegetation  conversions  must  be  limited  to  less  than  400  acres  in  size.  Maintain  browse  on 
at  least  85  percent  of  the  winter  range  currently  supporting  browse. 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

*  Indicates  an  allotment  where  carrying  capacity  has  been  determined  in  a  completed  allotment  evaluation. 


Appendix  1-120 


Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  Glass  Butte 
Public  Acres: 


7,613 


Allot.  No.:  7005 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  I 


953 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Act  i ve  P  ref e  re  n  ce :  1,058 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  1 ,058 

Exchange  of  Use:  84 

Xarrying  Capacity:  518 

Average  Actual  Use:  791 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


12 


17 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

Limiting  big  game  habitat  in 
unsatisfactory  habitat  condition. 

At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
sage  grouse 

Substantial  surface  acreage 
within  allotment  affected  by 
mineral  development  activities. 

Current  range  condition,  level  or 
pattern  of  utilization  may  be 
unacceptable,  or  carrying  capacity 
(under  current  management  practices) 
may  be  exceeded. 


Management 
Objectives 

Improve  and  maintain  big  game  habitat 
in  satisfactory  habitat  condition. 

Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM-authorized 
actions. 


Adjust  allotment  capacities  and 
management  system,  as  needed,  to  address 
minerals  development  impacts. 

Maintain  or  improve  rangeland  condition 
and  productivity  through  a  change  in 
management  practices  and/or  reduction 
in  active  use.  (Note:  Upon  completion 
of  the  Ecological  Site  Inventory  on  the 
Three  Rivers  RA,  ecological  status 
objectives  will  be  developed.) 


CONSTRAINTS 

Deer  winter  range  occurs  in  allotment.  Vegetation  conversions  must  be  limited  to  less  than  400  acres  in  size.  Maintain  browse  on 
at  least  85  percent  of  the  winter  range  currently  supporting  browse. 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

*  Indicates  an  allotment  where  carrying  capacity  has  been  determined  in  a  completed  allotment  evaluation. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  Rimrock  Lake 
Public  Acres: 


21,815 


Allot.  No.:  7006 


Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  I 


619 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  1,775 

Suspended  Nonuse:  32 

Total  Preference:  1 ,807 

•Carrying  Capacity:  1 ,308 

Average  Actual  Use:  1 ,345 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


25 


29 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

Limiting  big  game  habitat  in 
unsatisfactory  habitat  condition. 

Playa  habitat  occurs  in  the 
allotment. 


At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
sage  grouse 

Current  range  condition,  level  or 
pattern  of  utilization  may  be 
unacceptable,  or  carrying  capacity 
(under  current  management  practices) 
may  be  exceeded. 


Management 
Objectives 

Improve  and  maintain  big  game  habitat 
in  satisfactory  habitat  condition. 

Incorporate  playa  management  objectives 
into  allotment  management  as  such 
objectives  are  developed. 

Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM-authorized 
actions. 


Maintain  or  improve  rangeland  condition 
and  productivity  through  a  change  in 
management  practices  and/or  reduction 
in  active  use.  (Note:  Upon  completion 
of  the  Ecological  Site  Inventory  on  the 
Three  Rivers  RA,  ecological  status 
objectives  will  be  developed.) 


CONSTRAINTS 

Deer  winter  range  occurs  in  allotment.  Vegetation  conversions  must  be  limited  to  less  than  400  acres  in  size.  Maintain  browse  on 
at  least  85  percent  of  the  winter  range  currently  supporting  browse. 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

'Indicates  an  allotment  where  carrying  capacity  has  been  determined  in  a  completed  allotment  evaluation. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  Hat  Butte 
Public  Acres: 


18,338 


Allot.  No.:  7007 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  I 


681 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  2,209 

Suspended  Nonuse:  101 

Total  Preference:  2,310 

Average  Actual  Use:  1 ,586 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


27 


32 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

Limiting  big  game  habitat  in 
unsatisfactory  habitat  condition. 

Current  range  condition,  level  or 
pattern  of  utilization  may  be 
unacceptable,  or  carrying  capacity 
(under  current  management  practices) 
may  be  exceeded. 


Management 
Objectives 

Improve  and  maintain  big  game  habitat 
in  satisfactory  habitat  condition. 

Maintain  or  improve  rangeland  condition 
and  productivity  through  a  change  in 
management  practices  and/or  reduction 
in  active  use.  (Note:  Upon  completion 
of  the  Ecological  Site  Inventory  on  the 
Three  Rivers  RA,  ecological  status 
objectives  will  be  developed.) 


CONSTRAINTS 

Deer  winter  range  occurs  in  allotment.  Vegetation  conversions  must  be  limited  to  less  than  400  acres  in  size.  Maintain  browse  on 
at  least  85  percent  of  the  winter  range  currently  supporting  browse. 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 


Allotment  Name:  Sheep  Lake-ShieldsAllot.  No.:  7008 
Public  Acres:  13,202 


Mgmt.  Category:  I 
Other  Acres: 


600 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  1 ,685 

Suspended  Nonuse:  72 

Total  Preference:  1 ,757 

Exchange  of  Use:  54 

Average  Actual  Use:  1 ,1 66 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


67 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

No  forage  allocations  for  elk  use 
in  the  allotment  have  been  made. 


Management 
Objectives 

Allocate  forage  to  meet  elk  forage 
demands. 


Playa  habitat  occurs  in  the 
allotment. 


At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
sage  grouse 

Current  range  condition,  level  or 
pattern  of  utilization  may  be 
unacceptable,  or  carrying  capacity 
(under  current  management  practices) 
may  be  exceeded. 


Incorporate  playa  management  objectives 
into  allotment  management  as  such 
objectives  are  developed. 

Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM-authorized 
actions. 


Maintain  or  improve  rangeland  condition 
and  productivity  through  a  change  in 
management  practices  and/or  reduction 
in  active  use.  (Note:  Upon  completion 
of  the  Ecological  Site  Inventory  on  the 
Three  Rivers  RA,  ecological  status 
objectives  will  be  developed.) 


CONSTRAINTS 

Deer  winter  range  occurs  in  allotment.  Vegetation  conversions  must  be  limited  to  less  than  400  acres  in  size.  Maintain  browse  on 
at  least  85  percent  of  the  winter  range  currently  supporting  browse. 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 


Allotment  Name:  Dry  Lake 
Public  Acres: 


20,249 


Allot.  No.:  7009 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  I 


6,337 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  3,099 

Suspended  Nonuse:  102 

Total  Preference:  3,201 

Exchange  of  Use:  116 

'Carrying  Capacity:  2,638 

Average  Actual  Use:  2,158 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


107 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

Limiting  big  game  habitat  in 
unsatisfactory  habitat  condition. 

No  forage  allocations  for  elk  use 
in  the  allotment  have  been  made. 


Management 
Objectives 

Improve  and  maintain  big  game  habitat 
in  satisfactory  habitat  condition. 

Allocate  forage  to  meet  elk  forage 
demands. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Riparian  or  aquatic  habitat  is  in 
less  than  good  habitat 
condition. 


Improve  and  maintain  riparian  or 
aquatic  habitat  in  good  or  better 
habitat  condition. 


Wetlands  habitat  in  less  than 
satisfactory  condition. 

Playa  habitat  occurs  in  the 
allotment. 


At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
sage  grouse,  bald  eagle,  redband 
trout,  Malheur  mottled  sculpin 

Water  quality  does  not  currently 
meet  DEQ  water  quality  standards 
for  beneficial  uses. 


Active  erosion  occurs  in  the 
allotment. 

Current  range  condition,  level  or 
pattern  of  utilization  may  be 
unacceptable,  or  carrying  capacity 
(under  current  management  practices) 
may  be  exceeded. 


Improve  wetlands  habitat  condition  to 
satisfactory  or  better. 

Incorporate  playa  management  objectives 
into  allotment  management  as  such 
objectives  are  developed. 

Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM-authorized 
actions. 


Improve  surface  water  quality  on 
public  lands  to  meet  or  exceed  quality 
standards  for  all  beneficial  uses  as 
established  by  the  DEQ,  where  BLM 
authorized  actions  are  having  a 
negative  effect  on  water  quality. 

Improve  and  maintain  erosion  condition 
in  moderate  or  better  erosion  condition. 

Maintain  or  improve  rangeland  condition 
and  productivity  through  a  change  in 
management  practices  and/or  reduction 
in  active  use.  (Note:  Upon  completion 
of  the  Ecological  Site  Inventory  on  the 
Three  Rivers  RA,  ecological  status 
objectives  will  be  developed.) 


CONSTRAINTS 

Species  officially  listed  as  Threatened  or  Endangered  under  the  Endangered  Species  Act  and/or  their  critical  habitat  occur  within 
the  allotment.  Consult  with  USFWS  on  all  actions  which  may  affect  the  species  and  mitigate  all  management  practices  to  avoid 
adversely  affecting  the  species. 

Deer  winter  range  occurs  in  allotment.  Vegetation  conversions  must  be  limited  to  less  than  400  acres  in  size.  Maintain  browse  on 
at  least  85  percent  of  the  winter  range  currently  supporting  browse. 

Area  influencing  perennial  water  occurs  within  the  allotment.  Limit  treatment  of  this  area  by  mechanical  or  prescribed  fire  means  to 
less  than  20  percent  of  area  in  any  one  year. 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

'Indicates  an  allotment  where  carrying  capacity  has  been  determined  in  a  completed  allotment  evaluation. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  Claw  Creek 
Public  Acres: 


24,244 


Allot.  No.:  7010 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  I 


9,313 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  2,962 

Suspended  Nonuse:  141 

Total  Preference:  3,103 

Exchange  of  Use:  131 

'Carrying  Capacity:  1 ,241 

Average  Actual  Use:  1 ,1 75 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


160 
96 


256 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

Limiting  big  game  habitat  in 
unsatisfactory  habitat  condition. 

No  forage  allocations  for  elk  use 
in  the  allotment  have  been  made. 

Riparian  or  aquatic  habitat  is  in 
less  than  good  habitat 
condition. 

At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
sage  grouse,  redband  trout,  Malheur 
mottled  sculpin,  bald  eagle 

Dry  Mountain  RNA/Area  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern  Extension 
occurs  within  allotment. 


Water  quality  does  not  currently 
meet  DEQ  water  quality  standards 
for  beneficial  uses. 


Current  range  condition,  level  or 
pattern  of  utilization  may  be 
unacceptable,  or  carrying  capacity 
(under  current  management  practices) 
may  be  exceeded. 


Management 
Objectives 

Improve  and  maintain  big  game  habitat 
in  satisfactory  habitat  condition. 

Allocate  forage  to  meet  elk  forage 
demands. 

Improve  and  maintain  riparian  or 
aquatic  habitat  in  good  or  better 
habitat  condition. 

Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM-authorized 
actions. 


Adjust  allotment  management  including 
levels  and  areas  of  authorized  use, 
seasons  of  use  and  grazing  system  as 
required  by  ACEC  Management  Plan. 

Improve  surface  water  quality  on 
public  lands  to  meet  or  exceed  quality 
standards  for  all  beneficial  uses  as 
established  by  the  DEQ,  where  BLM 
authorized  actions  are  having  a 
negative  effect  on  water  quality. 

Maintain  or  improve  rangeland  condition 
and  productivity  through  a  change  in 
management  practices  and/or  reduction 
in  active  use.  (Note:  Upon  completion 
of  the  Ecological  Site  Inventory  on  the 
Three  Rivers  RA,  ecological  status 
objectives  will  be  developed.) 


CONSTRAINTS 

Species  officially  listed  as  Threatened  or  Endangered  under  the  Endangered  Species  Act  and/or  their  critical  habitat  occur  within 
the  allotment.  Consult  with  USFWS  on  all  actions  which  may  affect  the  species  and  mitigate  all  management  practices  to  avoid 
adversely  affecting  the  species. 

Deer  winter  range  occurs  in  allotment.  Vegetation  conversions  must  be  limited  to  less  than  400  acres  in  size.  Maintain  browse  on 
at  least  85  percent  of  the  winter  range  currently  supporting  browse. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Area  influencing  perennial  water  occurs  within  the  allotment.  Limit  treatment  of  this  area  by  mechanical  or  prescribed  fire  means  to 
less  than  20  percent  of  area  in  any  one  year. 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 


'Indicates  an  allotment  where  carrying  capacity  has  been  determined  in  a  completed  allotment  evaluation. 


Allotment  Name:  Upper  Valley 
Public  Acres: 


1,745 


Allot.  No.:  7011 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  M 


5,155 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  254 

Suspended  Nonuse:  1 1 

Total  Preference:  265 

Average  Actual  Use:  265 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

No  forage  allocations  for  elk  use 
in  the  allotment  have  been  made. 


Management 
Objectives 

Allocate  forage  to  meet  elk  forage 
demands. 


Riparian  or  aquatic  habitat  is  in 
less  than  good  habitat 
condition. 


Improve  and  maintain  riparian  or 
aquatic  habitat  in  good  or  better 
habitat  condition. 


At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
sage  grouse,  redband  trout,  Malheur 
mottled  sculpin 

Water  quality  does  not  currently 
meet  DEQ  water  quality  standards 
for  beneficial  uses. 


Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM-authorized 
actions. 


Improve  surface  water  quality  on 
public  lands  to  meet  or  exceed  quality 
standards  for  all  beneficial  uses  as 
established  by  the  DEQ,  where  BLM 
authorized  actions  are  having  a 
negative  effect  on  water  quality. 


CONSTRAINTS 

Area  influencing  perennial  water  occurs  within  the  allotment.  Limit  treatment  of  this  area  by  mechanical  or  prescribed  fire  means  to 
less  than  20  percent  of  area  in  any  one  year. 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  Packsaddle 
Public  Acres: 


2,368 


Allot.  No.:  7012 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category: 


647 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  316 

Suspended  Nonuse:  16 

Total  Preference:  332 

Average  Actual  Use:  239 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

No  forage  allocations  for  elk  use 
in  the  allotment  have  been  made. 

Riparian  or  aquatic  habitat  is  in 
less  than  good  habitat 
condition. 

Active  erosion  occurs  in  the 
allotment. 

At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
sage  grouse,  redband  trout,  Malheur 
mottled  sculpin 

Current  range  condition,  level  or 
pattern  of  utilization  may  be 
unacceptable,  or  carrying  capacity 
(under  current  management  practices) 
may  be  exceeded. 


Management 
Objectives 

Allocate  forage  to  meet  elk  forage 
demands. 

Improve  and  maintain  riparian  or 
aquatic  habitat  in  good  or  better 
habitat  condition. 

Improve  and  maintain  erosion  condition 
in  moderate  or  better  erosion  condition. 

Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM-authorized 
actions. 


Maintain  or  improve  rangeland  condition 
and  productivity  through  a  change  in 
management  practices  and/or  reduction 
in  active  use.  (Note:  Upon  completion 
of  the  Ecological  Site  Inventory  on  the 
Three  Rivers  RA,  ecological  status 
objectives  will  be  developed.) 


CONSTRAINTS 

Area  influencing  perennial  water  occurs  within  the  allotment.  Limit  treatment  of  this  area  by  mechanical  or  prescribed  fire  means  to 
less  than  20  percent  of  area  in  any  one  year. 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  Zoglmann 
Public  Acres: 


2,240 


Allot.  No.:  7013 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 


1,600 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  160 

Suspended  Nonuse:  1 

Total  Preference:  161 

Exchange  of  Use:  173 

Average  Actual  Use:  155 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


22 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

No  forage  allocations  for  elk  use 
in  the  allotment  have  been  made. 


Management 
Objectives 

Allocate  forage  to  meet  elk  forage 
demands. 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 


Allotment  Name:  Badger  Spring  Allot.  No.:  7014 
Public  Acres:  11,043 


Mgmt.  Category:  M 
Other  Acres: 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  1,048 

Suspended  Nonuse:  55 

Total  Preference:  1,103 

Exchange  of  Use:  93 

Average  Actual  Use:  629 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


160 


Appendix  1-129 


Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

No  forage  allocations  for  elk  use 
in  the  allotment  have  been  made. 


Management 
Objectives 

Allocate  forage  to  meet  elk  forage 
demands. 


Current  range  condition,  level  or 
pattern  of  utilization  may  be 
unacceptable,  or  carrying  capacity 
(under  current  management  practices) 
may  be  exceeded. 


Maintain  or  improve  rangeland  condition 
and  productivity  through  a  change  in 
management  practices  and/or  reduction 
in  active  use.  (Note:  Upon  completion 
of  the  Ecological  Site  Inventory  on  the 
Three  Rivers  RA,  ecological  status 
objectives  will  be  developed.) 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 


Allotment  Name:  Second  Flat 
Public  Acres: 


8,921 


Allot.  No.:  7015 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  I 


1,281 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  622 

Suspended  Nonuse:  32 

Total  Preference:  725 

Exchange  of  Use:  30 

Average  Actual  Use:  429 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

No  forage  allocations  for  elk  use 
in  the  allotment  have  been  made. 

At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
sage  grouse 

Current  range  condition,  level  or 
pattern  of  utilization  may  be 
unacceptable,  or  carrying  capacity 
(under  current  management  practices) 
may  be  exceeded. 


Management 
Objectives 

Allocate  forage  to  meet  elk  forage 
demands. 

Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM-authorized 
actions. 


Maintain  or  improve  rangeland  condition 
and  productivity  through  a  change  in 
management  practices  and/or  reduction 
in  active  use.  (Note:  Upon  completion 
of  the  Ecological  Site  Inventory  on  the 
Three  Rivers  RA,  ecological  status 
objectives  will  be  developed.) 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  Juniper  Ridge 
Public  Acres: 


26,784 


Allot.  No.:  7016 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  I 


2,412 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  2,041 
Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  2,076 
Exchange  of  Use:  30 

"Carrying  Capacity:  1,102 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


34 


38 


Average  Actual  Use: 


1,073 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

Limiting  big  game  habitat  in 
unsatisfactory  habitat  condition. 

Playa  habitat  occurs  in  the 
allotment. 


At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
sage  grouse,  Allium  brandegei 

Current  range  condition,  level  or 
pattern  of  utilization  may  be 
unacceptable,  or  carrying  capacity 
(under  current  management  practices) 
may  be  exceeded. 


Management 
Objectives 

Improve  and  maintain  big  game  habitat 
in  satisfactory  habitat  condition. 

Incorporate  playa  management  objectives 
into  allotment  management  as  such 
objectives  are  developed. 

Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM-authorized 
actions. 


Maintain  or  improve  rangeland  condition 
and  productivity  through  a  change  in 
management  practices  and/or  reduction 
in  active  use.  (Note:  Upon  completion 
of  the  Ecological  Site  Inventory  on  the 
Three  Rivers  RA,  ecological  status 
objectives  will  be  developed.) 


CONSTRAINTS 

Deer  winter  range  occurs  in  allotment.  Vegetation  conversions  must  be  limited  to  less  than  400  acres  in  size.  Maintain  browse  on 
at  least  85  percent  of  the  winter  range  currently  supporting  browse. 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

'Indicates  an  allotment  where  carrying  capacity  has  been  determined  in  a  completed  allotment  evaluation. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  Cluster 
Public  Acres: 


7,843 


Allot.  No.:  7017 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  M 

13,697 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  548 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  548 

•Carrying  Capacity:  317 

Average  Actual  Use:  315 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
sage  grouse 

Current  range  condition,  level  or 
pattern  of  utilization  may  be 
unacceptable,  or  carrying  capacity 
(under  current  management  practices) 
may  be  exceeded. 


Management 
Objectives 

Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM-authorized 
actions. 


Maintain  or  improve  rangeland  condition 
and  productivity  through  a  change  in 
management  practices  and/or  reduction 
in  active  use.  (Note:  Upon  completion 
of  the  Ecological  Site  Inventory  on  the 
Three  Rivers  RA,  ecological  status 
objectives  will  be  developed.) 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

*  Indicates  an  allotment  where  carrying  capacity  has  been  determined  in  a  completed  allotment  evaluation. 


Allotment  Name:  Silver  Lake 
Public  Acres: 


16,933 


Allot.  No.:  7018 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category: 


978 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  1 ,755 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  1 ,755 

Exchange  of  Use:  36 

Average  Actual  Use:  1 ,406 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

Wetlands  habitat  in  less  than 
satisfactory  condition. 

Playa  habitat  occurs  in  the 
allotment. 


At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
sage  grouse,  snowy  plover 

Current  range  condition,  level  or 
pattern  of  utilization  may  be 
unacceptable,  or  carrying  capacity 
(under  current  management  practices) 
may  be  exceeded. 


Management 
Objectives 

Improve  wetlands  habitat  condition  to 
satisfactory  or  better. 

Incorporate  playa  management  objectives 
into  allotment  management  as  such 
objectives  are  developed. 

Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM-authorized 
actions. 


Maintain  or  improve  rangeland  condition 
and  productivity  through  a  change  in 
management  practices  and/or  reduction 
in  active  use.  (Note:  Upon  completion 
of  the  Ecological  Site  Inventory  on  the 
Three  Rivers  RA,  ecological  status 
objectives  will  be  developed.) 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

Deer  winter  range  occurs  in  allotment.  Vegetation  conversions  must  be  limited  to  less  than  400  acres  in  size.  Maintain  browse  on 
at  least  85  percent  of  the  winter  range  currently  supporting  browse. 


Allotment  Name:  Palomino  Buttes 

Public  Acres:  48,266 


Allot.  No.:  7019 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  I 


1,734 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  2,806 
Suspended  Nonuse:  89 

Total  Preference:  2,895 
Exchange  of  Use:  24 

'Carrying  Capacity:  3,041 

Average  Actual  Use:  3,280 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


264 


28 


772 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

The  allotment  contains  all  or  a 
portion  of  the  Palomino  Buttes  Wild 
Horse  Herd  Management  Area. 


Management 
Objectives 

Maintain  healthy  populations  of  wild 
horses  and  burros  at  appropriate 
management  levels  which  will  achieve 
a  thriving  natural  ecological  balance. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Limiting  big  game  habitat  in 
unsatisfactory  habitat  condition. 

Playa  habitat  occurs  in  the 

allotment. 


At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
sage  grouse,  Ferruginous  hawk, 
Eriogonum  cusickii 

Current  range  condition,  level  or 
pattern  of  utilization  may  be 
unacceptable,  or  carrying  capacity 
(under  current  management  practices) 
may  be  exceeded. 


Improve  and  maintain  big  game  habitat 
in  satisfactory  habitat  condition. 

Incorporate  playa  management  objectives 
into  allotment  management  as  such 
objectives  are  developed. 

Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM-authorized 
actions. 


Maintain  or  improve  rangeland  condition 
and  productivity  through  a  change  in 
management  practices  and/or  reduction 
in  active  use.  (Note:  Upon  completion 
of  the  Ecological  Site  Inventory  on  the 
Three  Rivers  RA,  ecological  status 
objectives  will  be  developed.) 


CONSTRAINTS 

Area  influencing  perennial  water  occurs  within  the  allotment.  Limit  treatment  of  this  area  by  mechanical  or  prescribed  fire  means  to 
less  than  20  percent  of  area  in  any  one  year. 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

Deer  winter  range  occurs  in  allotment.  Vegetation  conversions  must  be  limited  to  less  than  400  acres  in  size.  Maintain  browse  on 
at  least  85  percent  of  the  winter  range  currently  supporting  browse. 

'Indicates  an  allotment  where  carrying  capacity  has  been  determined  in  a  completed  allotment  evaluation. 


Allotment  Name:  Sand  Hollow 
Public  Acres: 


10,240 


Allot.  No.:  7020 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  M 


5,650 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  532 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  532 

Average  Actual  Use:  512 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


33 


42 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
sage  grouse 
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Management 
Objectives 

Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM-authorized 
actions. 


Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Current  range  condition,  level  or 
pattern  of  utilization  may  be 
unacceptable,  or  carrying  capacity 
(under  current  management  practices) 
may  be  exceeded. 


Maintain  or  improve  rangeland  condition 
and  productivity  through  a  change  in 
management  practices  and/or  reduction 
in  active  use.  (Note:  Upon  completion 
of  the  Ecological  Site  Inventory  on  the 
Three  Rivers  RA,  ecological  status 
objectives  will  be  developed.) 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

Deer  winter  range  occurs  in  allotment.  Vegetation  conversions  must  be  limited  to  less  than  400  acres  in  size.  Maintain  browse  on 
at  least  85  percent  of  the  winter  range  currently  supporting  browse. 


Allotment  Name:  Weaver  Lake 
Public  Acres: 


23.323 


Allot.  No.:  7021 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  I 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  1 ,396 

Suspended  Nonuse:  73 

Total  Preference:  1 ,469 

Average  Actual  Use:  1 ,595 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


17 
288 
373 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

Playa  habitat  occurs  in  the 
allotment. 


The  allotment  contains  all  or  a 
portion  of  the  Palomino  Buttes  Wild 
Horse  Herd  Management  Area. 


At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
sage  grouse,  Ferruginous  hawk 

Current  range  condition,  level  or 
pattern  of  utilization  may  be 
unacceptable,  or  carrying  capacity 
(under  current  management  practices) 
may  be  exceeded. 


Management 
Objectives 

Incorporate  playa  management  objectives 
into  allotment  management  as  such 
objectives  are  developed. 

Maintain  healthy  populations  of  wild 
horses  and  burros  at  appropriate 
management  levels  which  will  achieve 
a  thriving  natural  ecological  balance. 

Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM-authorized 
actions. 


Maintain  or  improve  rangeland  condition 
and  productivity  through  a  change  in 
management  practices  and/or  reduction 
in  active  use.  (Note:  Upon  completion 
of  the  Ecological  Site  Inventory  on  the 
Three  Rivers  RA,  ecological  status 
objectives  will  be  developed.) 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

Deer  winter  range  occurs  in  allotment.  Vegetation  conversions  must  be  limited  to  less  than  400  acres  in  size.  Maintain  browse  on 
at  least  85  percent  of  the  winter  range  currently  supporting  browse. 


Allotment  Name:  Dog  Mountain 
Public  Acres: 


5,120 


Allot.  No.:  7022 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  I 


735 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  176 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  176 

Average  Actual  Use:  0 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


27 


27 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

Current  range  condition,  level  or 
pattern  of  utilization  may  be 
unacceptable,  or  carrying  capacity 
(under  current  management  practices) 
may  be  exceeded. 


Management 
Objectives 

Maintain  or  improve  rangeland  condition 
and  productivity  through  a  change  in 
management  practices  and/or  reduction 
in  active  use.  (Note:  Upon  completion 
of  the  Ecological  Site  Inventory  on  the 
Three  Rivers  RA,  ecological  status 
objectives  will  be  developed.) 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

Deer  winter  range  occurs  in  allotment.  Vegetation  conversions  must  be  limited  to  less  than  400  acres  in  size.  Maintain  browse  on 
at  least  85  percent  of  the  winter  range  currently  supporting  browse. 


Appendix  1-136 


Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  West  Sagehen 
Public  Acres: 


13,461 


Allot.  No.:  7023 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  I 


495 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  1,911 

Suspended  Nonuse:  70 

Total  Preference:  1 ,981 

Exchange  of  Use:  77 

'Carrying  Capacity:  1,010 

Average  Actual  Use:  1 ,1 20 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


64 
32 

7 

103 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

Limiting  big  game  habitat  in 
unsatisfactory  habitat  condition. 

No  forage  allocations  for  elk  use 
in  the  allotment  have  been  made. 

At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
sage  grouse,  Eriogonum  cusickii 

Current  range  condition,  level  or 
pattern  of  utilization  may  be 
unacceptable,  or  carrying  capacity 
(under  current  management  practices) 
may  be  exceeded. 


Management 
Objectives 

Improve  and  maintain  big  game  habitat 
in  satisfactory  habitat  condition. 

Allocate  forage  to  meet  elk  forage 
demands. 

Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM-authorized 
actions. 


Maintain  or  improve  rangeland  condition 
and  productivity  through  a  change  in 
management  practices  and/or  reduction 
in  active  use.  (Note:  Upon  completion 
of  the  Ecological  Site  Inventory  on  the 
Three  Rivers  RA,  ecological  status 
objectives  will  be  developed.) 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

Deer  winter  range  occurs  in  allotment.  Vegetation  conversions  must  be  limited  to  less  than  400  acres  in  size.  Maintain  browse  on 
at  least  85  percent  of  the  winter  range  currently  supporting  browse. 

'Indicates  an  allotment  where  carrying  capacity  has  been  determined  in  a  completed  allotment  evaluation. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  East  Sagehen 
Public  Acres: 


23,796 


Allot.  No.:  7024                         Mgmt.  Category: 

1 

Other  Acres: 

5,033 

Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

105 

Elk: 

22 

Antelope: 

4 

Horses: 

Total: 

131 

Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  2,510 

Suspended  Nonuse:  108 

Total  Preference:  2,618 

Exchange  of  Use:  15 

'Carrying  Capacity:  1 ,791 

Average  Actual  Use:  1 ,596 


Identified  Resource 
Conf  I  icts/Concerns 

Active  erosion  occurs  in  the 
allotment. 

Limiting  big  game  habitat  in 
unsatisfactory  habitat  condition. 

No  forage  allocations  for  elk  use 
in  the  allotment  have  been  made. 

At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
sage  grouse,  Eriogonum  cusickii 

Current  range  condition,  level  or 
pattern  of  utilization  may  be 
unacceptable,  or  carrying  capacity 
(under  current  management  practices) 
may  be  exceeded. 


Management 
Objectives 

Improve  and  maintain  erosion  condition 
in  moderate  or  better  erosion  condition. 

Improve  and  maintain  big  game  habitat 
in  satisfactory  habitat  condition. 

Allocate  forage  to  meet  elk  forage 
demands. 

Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM-authorized 
actions. 


Maintain  or  improve  rangeland  condition 
and  productivity  through  a  change  in 
management  practices  and/or  reduction 
in  active  use.  (Note:  Upon  completion 
of  the  Ecological  Site  Inventory  on  the 
Three  Rivers  RA,  ecological  status 
objectives  will  be  developed.) 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

Deer  winter  range  occurs  in  allotment.  Vegetation  conversions  must  be  limited  to  less  than  400  acres  in  size.  Maintain  browse  on 
at  least  85  percent  of  the  winter  range  currently  supporting  browse. 

'Indicates  an  allotment  where  carrying  capacity  has  been  determined  in  a  completed  allotment  evaluation. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  Gouldin 
Public  Acres: 


4,091 


Allot.  No.:  7025 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  I 


2,350 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  567 

Suspended  Nonuse:  28 

Total  Preference:  595 

Exchange  of  Use:  189 

*Carrying  Capacity:  501 

Average  Actual  Use:  432 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


43 


43 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 


Active  erosion  occurs  in  the 
allotment. 


Intensive  recreation  use  occurs 
within  the  allotment. 


Limiting  big  game  habitat  in 
unsatisfactory  habitat  condition. 

At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
sage  grouse 

Current  range  condition,  level  or 
pattern  of  utilization  may  be 
unacceptable,  or  carrying  capacity 
(under  current  management  practices) 
may  be  exceeded. 


Management 
Objectives 

Improve  and  maintain  erosion  condition 
in  moderate  or  better  erosion  condition. 

Incorporate  recreation  management 
objectives  into  overall  allotment 
management  system. 

Improve  and  maintain  big  game  habitat 
in  satisfactory  habitat  condition. 

Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM-authorized 
actions. 


Maintain  or  improve  rangeland  condition 
and  productivity  through  a  change  in 
management  practices  and/or  reduction 
in  active  use.  (Note:  Upon  completion 
of  the  Ecological  Site  Inventory  on  the 
Three  Rivers  RA,  ecological  status 
objectives  will  be  developed.) 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

Deer  winter  range  occurs  in  allotment.  Vegetation  conversions  must  be  limited  to  less  than  400  acres  in  size.  Maintain  browse  on 
at  least  85  percent  of  the  winter  range  currently  supporting  browse. 

'Indicates  an  allotment  where  carrying  capacity  has  been  determined  in  a  completed  allotment  evaluation. 


Appendix  1-139 


Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  Horton  Mill 
Public  Acres: 


3,520 


Allot.  No.:  7026 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  I 


810 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  503 

Suspended  Nonuse:  200 

Total  Preference:  703 

Exchange  of  Use:  17 

Average  Actual  Use:  305 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


15 


16 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

Active  erosion  occurs  in  the 
allotment. 

Current  range  condition,  level  or 
pattern  of  utilization  may  be 
unacceptable,  or  carrying  capacity 
(under  current  management  practices) 
may  be  exceeded. 


Management 
Objectives 

Improve  and  maintain  erosion  condition 
in  moderate  or  better  erosion  condition. 

Maintain  or  improve  rangeland  condition 
and  productivity  through  a  change  in 
management  practices  and/or  reduction 
in  active  use.  (Note:  Upon  completion 
of  the  Ecological  Site  Inventory  on  the 
Three  Rivers  RA,  ecological  status 
objectives  will  be  developed.) 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

Deer  winter  range  occurs  in  allotment.  Vegetation  conversions  must  be  limited  to  less  than  400  acres  in  size.  Maintain  browse  on 
at  least  85  percent  of  the  winter  range  currently  supporting  browse. 


Allotment  Name:  Emigrant  Creek 
Public  Acres: 


225 


Allot.  No.:  7027 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 


1,360 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  1 1 2 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  112 

Average  Actual  Use:  250 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

Water  quality  does  not  currently 
meet  DEQ  water  quality  standards 
for  beneficial  uses. 


At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
redband  trout 


Management 
Objectives 

Improve  surface  water  quality  on 
public  lands  to  meet  or  exceed  quality 
standards  for  all  beneficial  uses  as 
established  by  the  DEQ,  where  BLM 
authorized  actions  are  having  a 
negative  effect  on  water  quality. 

Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM-authorized 
actions. 


CONSTRAINTS 

Area  influencing  perennial  water  occurs  within  the  allotment.  Limit  treatment  of  this  area  by  mechanical  or  prescribed  fire  means  to 
less  than  20  percent  of  area  in  any  one  year. 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 


Allotment  Name:  Stinger  Creek 
Public  Acres: 


50 


Allot.  No.:  7028 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 


265 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  3 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  3 

Average  Actual  Use:  3 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 


Management 
Objectives 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  Spring  Creek 
Public  Acres: 


1,509 


Allot.  No.:  7029 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 


990 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  51 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  51 

'Carrying  Capacity:  1 00 

Average  Actual  Use:  32 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


13 


13 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

Water  quality  does  not  currently 
meet  DEQ  water  quality  standards 
for  beneficial  uses. 


Riparian  or  aquatic  habitat  is  in 
less  than  good  habitat 
condition. 


Management 
Objectives 

Improve  surface  water  quality  on 
public  lands  to  meet  or  exceed  quality 
standards  for  all  beneficial  uses  as 
established  by  the  DEQ,  where  BLM 
authorized  actions  are  having  a 
negative  effect  on  water  quality. 

Improve  and  maintain  riparian  or 
aquatic  habitat  in  good  or  better 
habitat  condition. 


CONSTRAINTS 

Area  influencing  perennial  water  occurs  within  the  allotment.  Limit  treatment  of  this  area  by  mechanical  or  prescribed  fire  means  to 
less  than  20  percent  of  area  in  any  one  year. 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

"Indicates  an  allotment  where  carrying  capacity  has  been  determined  in  a  completed  allotment  evaluation. 


Allotment  Name:  Skull  Creek 
Public  Acres: 


27,500 


Allot.  No.:  7030 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  I 


10,414 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  2,458 

Suspended  Nonuse:  1,130 

Total  Preference:  3,588 

'Carrying  Capacity:  2,871 

Average  Actual  Use:  1 ,823 
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Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


354 
24 


386 


Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

Water  quality  does  not  currently 
meet  DEQ  water  quality  standards 
for  beneficial  uses. 


Active  erosion  occurs  in  the 
allotment. 


Management 
Objectives 

Improve  surface  water  quality  on 
public  lands  to  meet  or  exceed  quality 
standards  for  all  beneficial  uses  as 
established  by  the  DEQ,  where  BLM 
authorized  actions  are  having  a 
negative  effect  on  water  quality. 

Improve  and  maintain  erosion  condition 
in  moderate  or  better  erosion  condition. 


No  forage  allocations  for  elk  use 
in  the  allotment  have  been  made. 


Allocate  forage  to  meet  elk  forage 
demands. 


Riparian  or  aquatic  habitat  is  in 
less  than  good  habitat 
condition. 


Improve  and  maintain  riparian  or 
aquatic  habitat  in  good  or  better 
habitat  condition. 


At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
redband  trout,  sage  grouse 

Current  range  condition,  level  or 
pattern  of  utilization  may  be 
unacceptable,  or  carrying  capacity 
(under  current  management  practices) 
may  be  exceeded. 


Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM-authorized 
actions. 


Maintain  or  improve  rangeland  condition 
and  productivity  through  a  change  in 
management  practices  and/or  reduction 
in  active  use.  (Note:  Upon  completion 
of  the  Ecological  Site  Inventory  on  the 
Three  Rivers  RA,  ecological  status 
objectives  will  be  developed.) 


CONSTRAINTS 

Area  influencing  perennial  water  occurs  within  the  allotment.  Limit  treatment  of  this  area  by  mechanical  or  prescribed  fire  means  to 
less  than  20  percent  of  area  in  any  one  year. 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

Deer  winter  range  occurs  in  allotment.  Vegetation  conversions  must  be  limited  to  less  than  400  acres  in  size.  Maintain  browse  on 
at  least  85  percent  of  the  winter  range  currently  supporting  browse. 

'Indicates  an  allotment  where  carrying  capacity  has  been  determined  in  a  completed  allotment  evaluation. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  Hay  Creek 
Public  Acres: 


5,754 


Allot.  No.:  7031 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category: 


5,639 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  585 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  585 

Average  Actual  Use:  540 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


49 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

Water  quality  does  not  currently 
meet  DEQ  water  quality  standards 
for  beneficial  uses. 


No  forage  allocations  for  elk  use 
in  the  allotment  have  been  made. 


Management 
Objectives 

Improve  surface  water  quality  on 
public  lands  to  meet  or  exceed  quality 
standards  for  all  beneficial  uses  as 
established  by  the  DEQ,  where  BLM 
authorized  actions  are  having  a 
negative  effect  on  water  quality. 

Allocate  forage  to  meet  elk  forage 
demands. 


Riparian  or  aquatic  habitat  is  in 
less  than  good  habitat 
condition. 

At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
redband  trout 


Improve  and  maintain  riparian  or 
aquatic  habitat  in  good  or  better 
habitat  condition. 

Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM-authorized 
actions. 


Current  range  condition,  level  or 
pattern  of  utilization  may  be 
unacceptable,  or  carrying  capacity 
(under  current  management  practices) 
may  be  exceeded. 


Maintain  or  improve  rangeland  condition 
and  productivity  through  a  change  in 
management  practices  and/or  reduction 
in  active  use.  (Note:  Upon  completion 
of  the  Ecological  Site  Inventory  on  the 
Three  Rivers  RA,  ecological  status 
objectives  will  be  developed.) 


CONSTRAINTS 

Area  influencing  perennial  water  occurs  within  the  allotment.  Limit  treatment  of  this  area  by  mechanical  or  prescribed  fire  means  to 
less  than  20  percent  of  area  in  any  one  year. 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

Deer  winter  range  occurs  in  allotment.  Vegetation  conversions  must  be  limited  to  less  than  400  acres  in  size.  Maintain  browse  on 
at  least  85  percent  of  the  winter  range  currently  supporting  browse. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  Hotchkiss 
Public  Acres: 


415 


Allot.  No.:  7032 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 


335 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  26 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  26 

Average  Actual  Use:  22 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

Water  quality  does  not  currently 
meet  DEQ  water  quality  standards 
for  beneficial  uses. 


Riparian  or  aquatic  habitat  is  in 
less  than  good  habitat 
condition. 

At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
redband  trout 


Management 
Objectives 

Improve  surface  water  quality  on 
public  lands  to  meet  or  exceed  quality 
standards  for  all  beneficial  uses  as 
established  by  the  DEQ,  where  BLM 
authorized  actions  are  having  a 
negative  effect  on  water  quality. 

Improve  and  maintain  riparian  or 
aquatic  habitat  in  good  or  better 
habitat  condition. 

Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM-authorized 
actions. 


CONSTRAINTS 

Area  influencing  perennial  water  occurs  within  the  allotment.  Limit  treatment  of  this  area  by  mechanical  or  prescribed  fire  means  to 
less  than  20  percent  of  area  in  any  one  year. 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

Deer  winter  range  occurs  in  allotment.  Vegetation  conversions  must  be  limited  to  less  than  400  acres  in  size.  Maintain  browse  on 
at  least  85  percent  of  the  winter  range  currently  supporting  browse. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  Silvies  River 
Public  Acres: 


1,044 


Allot.  No.:  7033 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  I 


699 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  245 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  245 

Exchange  of  Use:  309 

"Carrying  Capacity:  301 

Average  Actual  Use:  1 89 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


28 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

Water  quality  does  not  currently 
meet  DEQ  water  quality  standards 
for  beneficial  uses. 


No  forage  allocations  for  elk  use 
in  the  allotment  have  been  made. 

Riparian  or  aquatic  habitat  is  in 
less  than  good  habitat 
condition. 

At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
redband  trout 

Current  range  condition,  level  or 
pattern  of  utilization  may  be 
unacceptable,  or  carrying  capacity 
(under  current  management  practices) 
may  be  exceeded. 


Management 
Objectives 

Improve  surface  water  quality  on 
public  lands  to  meet  or  exceed  quality 
standards  for  all  beneficial  uses  as 
established  by  the  DEQ,  where  BLM 
authorized  actions  are  having  a 
negative  effect  on  water  quality. 

Allocate  forage  to  meet  elk  forage 
demands. 

Improve  and  maintain  riparian  or 
aquatic  habitat  in  good  or  better 
habitat  condition. 

Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM-authorized 
actions. 


Maintain  or  improve  rangeland  condition 
and  productivity  through  a  change  in 
management  practices  and/or  reduction 
in  active  use.  (Note:  Upon  completion 
of  the  Ecological  Site  Inventory  on  the 
Three  Rivers  RA,  ecological  status 
objectives  will  be  developed.) 


CONSTRAINTS 

Area  influencing  perennial  water  occurs  within  the  allotment.  Limit  treatment  of  this  area  by  mechanical  or  prescribed  fire  means  to 
less  than  20  percent  of  area  in  any  one  year. 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

'Indicates  an  allotment  where  carrying  capacity  has  been  determined  in  a  completed  allotment  evaluation. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  Scat  Field 
Public  Acres: 


837 


Allot.  No.:  7034 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 


1,826 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  96 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  96 

Average  Actual  Use:  181 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

No  forage  allocations  for  elk  use 
in  the  allotment  have  been  made. 


Management 
Objectives 

Allocate  forage  to  meet  elk  forage 
demands. 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

Deer  winter  range  occurs  in  allotment.  Vegetation  conversions  must  be  limited  to  less  than  400  acres  in  size.  Maintain  browse  on 
at  least  85  percent  of  the  winter  range  currently  supporting  browse. 


Allotment  Name:  Silvies  Meadows 
Public  Acres: 


1,356 


Allot.  No.:  7035 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  M 
3,150 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  158 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  158 

Average  Actual  Use:  41 1 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


10 


18 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

Water  quality  does  not  currently 
meet  DEQ  water  quality  standards 
for  beneficial  uses. 


Management 
Objectives 

Improve  surface  water  quality  on 
public  lands  to  meet  or  exceed  quality 
standards  for  all  beneficial  uses  as 
established  by  the  DEQ,  where  BLM 
authorized  actions  are  having  a 
negative  effect  on  water  quality. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


No  forage  allocations  for  elk  use 
in  the  allotment  have  been  made. 


Allocate  forage  to  meet  elk  forage 
demands. 


Riparian  or  aquatic  habitat  is  in 
less  than  good  habitat 
condition. 


Improve  and  maintain  riparian  or 
aquatic  habitat  in  good  or  better 
habitat  condition. 


At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
redband  trout 


Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM-authorized 
actions. 


CONSTRAINTS 

Area  influencing  perennial  water  occurs  within  the  allotment.  Limit  treatment  of  this  area  by  mechanical  or  prescribed  fire  means  to 
less  than  20  percent  of  area  in  any  one  year. 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

Deer  winter  range  occurs  in  allotment.  Vegetation  conversions  must  be  limited  to  less  than  400  acres  in  size.  Maintain  browse  on 
at  least  85  percent  of  the  winter  range  currently  supporting  browse. 


Allotment  Name:  Hayes 
Public  Acres: 


5,400 


Allot.  No.:  7036 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  I 


560 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  329 

Suspended  Nonuse:  761 

Total  Preference:  1 ,090 

Exchange  of  Use:  77 

Average  Actual  Use:  262 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


68 


68 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
sage  grouse 

Current  range  condition,  level  or 
pattern  of  utilization  may  be 
unacceptable,  or  carrying  capacity 
(under  current  management  practices) 
may  be  exceeded. 


Management 
Objectives 

Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM-authorized 
actions. 


Maintain  or  improve  rangeland  condition 
and  productivity  through  a  change  in 
management  practices  and/or  reduction 
in  active  use.  (Note:  Upon  completion 
of  the  Ecological  Site  Inventory  on  the 
Three  Rivers  RA,  ecological  status 
objectives  will  be  developed.) 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

Deer  winter  range  occurs  in  allotment.  Vegetation  conversions  must  be  limited  to  less  than  400  acres  in  size.  Maintain  browse  on 
at  least  85  percent  of  the  winter  range  currently  supporting  browse. 


Allotment  Name:  Coal  Pit  Springs 
Public  Acres: 


2,895 


Allot.  No.:  7037 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 


6,890 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  370 

Suspended  Nonuse:  105 

Total  Preference:  475 

Average  Actual  Use:  265 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


29 


29 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

Active  erosion  occurs  in  the 
allotment. 

At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
sage  grouse 


Management 
Objectives 

Improve  and  maintain  erosion  condition 
in  moderate  or  better  erosion  condition. 

Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM-authorized 
actions. 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

Deer  winter  range  occurs  in  allotment.  Vegetation  conversions  must  be  limited  to  less  than  400  acres  in  size.  Maintain  browse  on 
at  least  85  percent  of  the  winter  range  currently  supporting  browse. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  Curry  Gordon 
Public  Acres: 


729 


Allot.  No.:  7038 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 


340 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  72 

Suspended  Nonuse:  31 

Total  Preference:  103 

Exchange  of  Use:  18 

Average  Actual  Use:  69 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


10 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
sage  grouse 


Management 
Objectives 

Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM-authorized 
actions. 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

Deer  winter  range  occurs  in  allotment.  Vegetation  conversions  must  be  limited  to  less  than  400  acres  in  size.  Maintain  browse  on 
at  least  85  percent  of  the  winter  range  currently  supporting  browse. 


Allotment  Name:  Cave  Gulch 
Public  Acres: 


2,004 


Allot.  No.:  7039 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  M 


35 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  210 

Suspended  Nonuse:  140 

Total  Preference:  350 

Average  Actual  Use:  144 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


30 


30 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 


Management 
Objectives 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

Deer  winter  range  occurs  in  allotment.  Vegetation  conversions  must  be  limited  to  less  than  400  acres  in  size.  Maintain  browse  on 
at  least  85  percent  of  the  winter  range  currently  supporting  browse. 


Allotment  Name:  Landing  Creek 
Public  Acres: 


3,614 


Allot.  No.:  7040 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  I 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  740 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  740 

"Carrying  Capacity:  310 

Average  Actual  Use:  1 72 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


75 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

Water  quality  does  not  currently 
meet  DEQ  water  quality  standards 
for  beneficial  uses. 


No  forage  allocations  for  elk  use 
in  the  allotment  have  been  made. 


Management 
Objectives 

Improve  surface  water  quality  on 
public  lands  to  meet  or  exceed  quality 
standards  for  all  beneficial  uses  as 
established  by  the  DEQ,  where  BLM 
authorized  actions  are  having  a 
negative  effect  on  water  quality. 

Allocate  forage  to  meet  elk  forage 
demands. 


Riparian  or  aquatic  habitat  is  in 
less  than  good  habitat 
condition. 


Improve  and  maintain  riparian  or 
aquatic  habitat  in  good  or  better 
habitat  condition. 


At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
sage  grouse,  redband  trout 

Current  range  condition,  level  or 
pattern  of  utilization  may  be 
unacceptable,  or  carrying  capacity 
(under  current  management  practices) 
may  be  exceeded. 


Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM-authorized 
actions. 


Maintain  or  improve  rangeland  condition 
and  productivity  through  a  change  in 
management  practices  and/or  reduction 
in  active  use.  (Note:  Upon  completion 
of  the  Ecological  Site  Inventory  on  the 
Three  Rivers  RA,  ecological  status 
objectives  will  be  developed.) 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


CONSTRAINTS 

Area  influencing  perennial  water  occurs  within  the  allotment.  Limit  treatment  of  this  area  by  mechanical  or  prescribed  fire  means  to 
less  than  20  percent  of  area  in  any  one  year. 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

Deer  winter  range  occurs  in  allotment.  Vegetation  conversions  must  be  limited  to  less  than  400  acres  in  size.  Maintain  browse  on 
at  least  85  percent  of  the  winter  range  currently  supporting  browse. 

'Indicates  an  allotment  where  carrying  capacity  has  been  determined  in  a  completed  allotment  evaluation. 


Allotment  Name:  East  Silvies 
Public  Acres: 


4,294 


Allot.  No.:  7041 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category: 


965 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  594 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  594 

Average  Actual  Use:  712 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer:  50 

Elk:  32 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total:  82 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

Water  quality  does  not  currently 
meet  DEQ  water  quality  standards 
for  beneficial  uses. 


Active  erosion  occurs  in  the 

allotment. 


Management 
Objectives 

Improve  surface  water  quality  on 
public  lands  to  meet  or  exceed  quality 
standards  for  all  beneficial  uses  as 
established  by  the  DEQ,  where  BLM 
authorized  actions  are  having  a 
negative  effect  on  water  quality. 

Improve  and  maintain  erosion  condition 
in  moderate  or  better  erosion  condition. 


No  forage  allocations  for  elk  use 
in  the  allotment  have  been  made. 


Allocate  forage  to  meet  elk  forage 
demands. 


Riparian  or  aquatic  habitat  is  in 
less  than  good  habitat 
condition. 


Improve  and  maintain  riparian  or 
aquatic  habitat  in  good  or  better 
habitat  condition. 


At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
redband  trout 


Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM-authorized 
actions. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Current  range  condition,  level  or 
pattern  of  utilization  may  be 
unacceptable,  or  carrying  capacity 
(under  current  management  practices) 
may  be  exceeded. 


Maintain  or  improve  rangeland  condition 
and  productivity  through  a  change  in 
management  practices  and/or  reduction 
in  active  use.  (Note:  Upon  completion 
of  the  Ecological  Site  Inventory  on  the 
Three  Rivers  RA,  ecological  status 
objectives  will  be  developed.) 


CONSTRAINTS 

Area  influencing  perennial  water  occurs  within  the  allotment.  Limit  treatment  of  this  area  by  mechanical  or  prescribed  fire  means  to 
less  than  20  percent  of  area  in  any  one  year. 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continuea  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

Deer  winter  range  occurs  in  allotment.  Vegetation  conversions  must  be  limited  to  less  than  400  acres  in  size.  Maintain  browse  on 
at  least  85  percent  of  the  winter  range  currently  supporting  browse. 


Allotment  Name:  Dole  Smith 
Public  Acres: 


445 


Allot.  No.:  7042 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 


1,565 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  25 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  25 

Average  Actual  Use:  53 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 
Deer: 
Elk: 

Antelope: 
Horses: 
Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

No  forage  allocations  for  elk  use 
in  the  allotment  have  been  made. 

At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
sage  grouse 

Current  range  condition,  level  or 
pattern  of  utilization  may  be 
unacceptable,  or  carrying  capacity 
(under  current  management  practices) 
may  be  exceeded. 


Management 
Objectives 

Allocate  forage  to  meet  elk  forage 
demands. 

Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM-authorized 
actions. 


Maintain  or  improve  rangeland  condition 
and  productivity  through  a  change  in 
management  practices  and/or  reduction 
in  active  use.  (Note:  Upon  completion 
of  the  Ecological  Site  Inventory  on  the 
Three  Rivers  RA,  ecological  status 
objectives  will  be  developed.) 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

Deer  winter  range  occurs  in  allotment.  Vegetation  conversions  must  be  limited  to  less  than  400  acres  in  size.  Maintain  browse  on 
at  least  85  percent  of  the  winter  range  currently  supporting  browse. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  Lone  Pine 
Public  Acres: 


15,131 


Allot.  No.:  7043 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  I 


370 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  2,137 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  2,137 

Exchange  of  Use:  20 

"Carrying  Capacity:  1 ,854 

Average  Actual  Use:  1 ,585 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


135 
20 


163 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

Water  quality  does  not  currently 
meet  DEQ  water  quality  standards 
for  beneficial  uses. 


No  forage  allocations  for  elk  use 
in  the  allotment  have  been  made. 

Riparian  or  aquatic  habitat  is  in 
less  than  good  habitat 
condition. 

At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
sage  grouse,  redband  trout,  Malheur 
mottled  sculpin 

Current  range  condition,  level  or 
pattern  of  utilization  may  be 
unacceptable,  or  carrying  capacity 
(under  current  management  practices) 
may  be  exceeded. 


Management 
Objectives 

Improve  surface  water  quality  on 
public  lands  to  meet  or  exceed  quality 
standards  for  all  beneficial  uses  as 
established  by  the  DEQ,  where  BLM 
authorized  actions  are  having  a 
negative  effect  on  water  quality. 

Allocate  forage  to  meet  elk  forage 
demands. 

Improve  and  maintain  riparian  or 
aquatic  habitat  in  good  or  better 
habitat  condition. 

Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM-authorized 
actions. 


Maintain  or  improve  rangeland  condition 
and  productivity  through  a  change  in 
management  practices  and/or  reduction 
in  active  use.  (Note:  Upon  completion 
of  the  Ecological  Site  Inventory  on  the 
Three  Rivers  RA,  ecological  status 
objectives  will  be  developed.) 


CONSTRAINTS 

Area  influencing  perennial  water  occurs  within  the  allotment.  Limit  treatment  of  this  area  by  mechanical  or  prescribed  fire  means  to 
less  than  20  percent  of  area  in  any  one  year. 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

Deer  winter  range  occurs  in  allotment.  Vegetation  conversions  must  be  limited  to  less  than  400  acres  in  size.  Maintain  browse  on 
at  least  85  percent  of  the  winter  range  currently  supporting  browse. 

'Indicates  an  allotment  where  carrying  capacity  has  been  determined  in  a  completed  allotment  evaluation. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  Cowing 
Public  Acres: 


260 


Allot.  No.:  7044 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 


1,490 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  20 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  20 

Average  Actual  Use:  20 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

No  forage  allocations  for  elk  use 
in  the  allotment  have  been  made. 


Management 
Objectives 

Allocate  forage  to  meet  elk  forage 
demands. 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 


Allotment  Name:  Whiting 
Public  Acres: 


399 


Allot.  No.:  7045 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 


3,403 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  48 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  48 

Average  Actual  Use:  48 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

No  forage  allocations  for  elk  use 
in  the  allotment  have  been  made. 


Management 
Objectives 

Allocate  forage  to  meet  elk  forage 
demands. 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  Baker  Hill  Field 
Public  Acres: 


Allot.  No.:  7046 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 


522 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  20 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  20 

Average  Actual  Use:  10 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

No  forage  allocations  for  elk  use 
in  the  allotment  have  been  made. 


Management 
Objectives 

Allocate  forage  to  meet  elk  forage 
demands. 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 


Allotment  Name:  Peabody 
Public  Acres: 


268 


Allot.  No.:  7047 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 


1,514 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 
Active  Preference: 
Suspended  Nonuse: 
Total  Preference: 
Average  Actual  Use: 


67 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer:  1 

Elk:  2 

Antelope:  1 

Horses: 

Total:  4 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

No  forage  allocations  for  elk  use 
in  the  allotment  have  been  made. 


Management 
Objectives 

Allocate  forage  to  meet  elk  forage 
demands. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

Deer  winter  range  occurs  in  allotment.  Vegetation  conversions  must  be  limited  to  less  than  400  acres  in  size.  Maintain  browse  on 
at  least  85  percent  of  the  winter  range  currently  supporting  browse. 


Allotment  Name:  Varien  Canyon 
Public  Acres: 


317 


Allot.  No.:  7048 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 


2,696 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  14 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  14 

Average  Actual  Use:  14 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


10 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

Water  quality  does  not  currently 
meet  DEQ  water  quality  standards 
for  beneficial  uses. 


No  forage  allocations  for  elk  use 
in  the  allotment  have  been  made. 


Management 
Objectives 

Improve  surface  water  quality  on 
public  lands  to  meet  or  exceed  quality 
standards  for  all  beneficial  uses  as 
established  by  the  DEQ,  where  BLM 
authorized  actions  are  having  a 
negative  effect  on  water  quality. 

Allocate  forage  to  meet  elk  forage 
demands. 


CONSTRAINTS 

Area  influencing  perennial  water  occurs  within  the  allotment.  Limit  treatment  of  this  area  by  mechanical  or  prescribed  fire  means  to 
less  than  20  percent  of  area  in  any  one  year. 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

Deer  winter  range  occurs  in  allotment.  Vegetation  conversions  must  be  limited  to  less  than  400  acres  in  size.  Maintain  browse  on 
at  least  85  percent  of  the  winter  range  currently  supporting  browse. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  Forks  of  Poison  CreekAllot.  No.:  7049 
Public  Acres:  3,431 


Mgmt.  Category:  I 
Other  Acres: 


178 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  648 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  648 

Average  Actual  Use:  340 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


44 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

No  forage  allocations  for  elk  use 
in  the  allotment  have  been  made. 

At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
sage  grouse 

Current  range  condition,  level  or 
pattern  of  utilization  may  be 
unacceptable,  or  carrying  capacity 
(under  current  management  practices) 
may  be  exceeded. 


Management 
Objectives 

Allocate  forage  to  meet  elk  forage 
demands. 

Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM-authorized 
actions. 


Maintain  or  improve  rangeland  condition 
and  productivity  through  a  change  in 
management  practices  and/or  reduction 
in  active  use.  (Note:  Upon  completion 
of  the  Ecological  Site  Inventory  on  the 
Three  Rivers  RA,  ecological  status 
objectives  will  be  developed.) 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

Deer  winter  range  occurs  in  allotment.  Vegetation  conversions  must  be  limited  to  less  than  400  acres  in  size.  Maintain  browse  on 
at  least  85  percent  of  the  winter  range  currently  supporting  browse. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  Clemens 
Public  Acres: 


466 


Allot.  No.:  7050 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 


429 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  57 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  57 

Average  Actual  Use:  67 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 


Management 
Objectives 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

Deer  winter  range  occurs  in  allotment.  Vegetation  conversions  must  be  limited  to  less  than  400  acres  in  size.  Maintain  browse  on 
at  least  85  percent  of  the  winter  range  currently  supporting  browse. 


Allotment  Name:  Sawtooth  MNF 
Public  Acres: 


535 


Allot.  No.:  7051 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  M 


5,170 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  32 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  32 

Average  Actual  Use:  25 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

Water  quality  does  not  currently 
meet  DEQ  water  quality  standards 
for  beneficial  uses. 


Management 
Objectives 

Improve  surface  water  quality  on 
public  lands  to  meet  or  exceed  quality 
standards  for  all  beneficial  uses  as 
established  by  the  DEQ,  where  BLM 
authorized  actions  are  having  a 
negative  effect  on  water  quality. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Riparian  or  aquatic  habitat  is  in 
less  than  good  habitat 
condition. 

At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
redband  trout 


Improve  and  maintain  riparian  or 
aquatic  habitat  in  good  or  better 
habitat  condition. 

Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM-authorized 
actions. 


CONSTRAINTS 

Area  influencing  perennial  water  occurs  within  the  allotment.  Limit  treatment  of  this  area  by  mechanical  or  prescribed  fire  means  to 
less  than  20  percent  of  area  in  any  one  year. 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 


Allotment  Name:  Lone  Pine  Field 
Public  Acres: 


160 


Allot.  No.:  7052 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 


320 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 
Active  Preference: 
Suspended  Nonuse: 
Total  Preference: 
Average  Actual  Use: 


30 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 


Management 
Objectives 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

Deer  winter  range  occurs  in  allotment.  Vegetation  conversions  must  be  limited  to  less  than  400  acres  in  size.  Maintain  browse  on 
at  least  85  percent  of  the  winter  range  currently  supporting  browse. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  Silvies  Canyon 
Public  Acres: 


925 


Allot.  No.:  7053 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  M 


15 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  100 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  1 00 

Average  Actual  Use:  112 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


10 


10 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

Water  quality  does  not  currently 
meet  DEQ  water  quality  standards 
for  beneficial  uses. 


Riparian  or  aquatic  habitat  is  in 
less  than  good  habitat 
condition. 

At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
redband  trout 


Management 
Objectives 

Improve  surface  water  quality  on 
public  lands  to  meet  or  exceed  quality 
standards  for  all  beneficial  uses  as 
established  by  the  DEQ,  where  BLM 
authorized  actions  are  having  a 
negative  effect  on  water  quality. 

Improve  and  maintain  riparian  or 
aquatic  habitat  in  good  or  better 
habitat  condition. 

Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM-authorized 
actions. 


CONSTRAINTS 

Area  influencing  perennial  water  occurs  within  the  allotment.  Limit  treatment  of  this  area  by  mechanical  or  prescribed  fire  means  to 
less  than  20  percent  of  area  in  any  one  year. 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

Deer  winter  range  occurs  in  allotment.  Vegetation  conversions  must  be  limited  to  less  than  400  acres  in  size.  Maintain  browse  on 
at  least  85  percent  of  the  winter  range  currently  supporting  browse. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  Cricket  Creek 
Public  Acres: 


970 


Allot.  No.:  7054 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  40 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  40 

Average  Actual  Use:  156 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 


Management 
Objectives 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 


Allotment  Name:  Double  "O" 
Public  Acres: 


4,317 


Allot.  No.:  7056 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  M 


3,236 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  0 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  0 

"Carrying  Capacity:  1 ,320 

Average  Actual  Use:  847 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
long-billed  curlew 


Management 
Objectives 

Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM-authorized 
actions. 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 


'Indicates  an  allotment  where  carrying  capacity  has  been  determined  in  a  completed  allotment  evaluation. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  Wright's  Point 
Public  Acres: 


590 


Allot.  No.:  7057 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  M 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  0 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  0 

Average  Actual  Use:  40 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

No  management  system  established 
in  the  allotment. 

Unallotted  grazing  area. 


Management 
Objectives 

Establish  management  system. 

Issue  temporary  nonrenewable  license  unless  allotted. 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 


Allotment  Name:  Narrows 
Public  Acres: 


1,876 


Allot.  No.:  7058 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  I 


910 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  82 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  82 

Average  Actual  Use:  449 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 


Current  range  condition,  level  or 
pattern  of  utilization  may  be 
unacceptable,  or  carrying  capacity 
(under  current  management  practices) 
may  be  exceeded. 


Management 
Objectives 

Maintain  or  improve  rangeland  condition 
and  productivity  through  a  change  in 
management  practices  and/or  reduction 
in  active  use.  (Note:  Upon  completion 
of  the  Ecological  Site  Inventory  on  the 
Three  Rivers  RA,  ecological  status 
objectives  will  be  developed.) 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 


Allotment  Name:  Carp 
Public  Acres: 


640 


Allot.  No.:  7059 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  0 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  0 

Average  Actual  Use:  21 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

Unallotted  grazing  area. 


Management 
Objectives 

Issue  temporary  nonrenewable  license  unless  allotted. 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  Castle 
Public  Acres: 


751 


Allot.  No.:  7060 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  0 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  0 

Average  Actual  Use:  7 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

Unallotted  grazing  area. 


Management 
Objectives 

Issue  temporary  nonrenewable  license  unless  allotted. 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

Deer  winter  range  occurs  in  allotment.  Vegetation  conversions  must  be  limited  to  less  than  400  acres  in  size.  Maintain  browse  on 
at  least  85  percent  of  the  winter  range  currently  supporting  browse. 


Allotment  Name:  Bulger 
Public  Acres: 


320 


Allot.  No.:  7061 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  0 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  0 

Average  Actual  Use:  0 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 


Management 
Objectives 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

Deer  winter  range  occurs  in  allotment.  Vegetation  conversions  must  be  limited  to  less  than  400  acres  in  size.  Maintain  browse  on 
at  least  85  percent  of  the  winter  range  currently  supporting  browse. 


Appendix  1-165 


Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  Devine  Canyon 
Public  Acres: 


Allot.  No.:  7080 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  0 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  0 

Average  Actual  Use:  0 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

Water  quality  does  not  currently 
meet  DEQ  water  quality  standards 
for  beneficial  uses. 


At  this  time,  the  following  special 
status  species  or  its  habitat  is 
known  to  exist  within  the  allotment: 
redband  trout,  Malheur  mottled 
sculpin 

No  authorized  grazing  use. 


Management 
Objectives 

Improve  surface  water  quality  on 
public  lands  to  meet  or  exceed  quality 
standards  for  all  beneficial  uses  as 
established  by  the  DEQ,  where  BLM 
authorized  actions  are  having  a 
negative  effect  on  water  quality. 

Protect  special  status  species  or  its 
habitat  from  impact  by  BLM-authorized 
actions. 


CONSTRAINTS 

Area  influencing  perennial  water  occurs  within  the  allotment.  Limit  treatment  of  this  area  by  mechanical  or  prescribed  fire  means  to 
less  than  20  percent  of  area  in  any  one  year. 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

Deer  winter  range  occurs  in  allotment.  Vegetation  conversions  must  be  limited  to  less  than  400  acres  in  size.  Maintain  browse  on 
at  least  85  percent  of  the  winter  range  currently  supporting  browse. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  Harney  Basin 
Public  Acres: 


640 


Allot.  No.:  7081 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  0 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  0 

Average  Actual  Use:  0 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 


Management 
Objectives 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

Deer  winter  range  occurs  in  allotment.  Vegetation  conversions  must  be  limited  to  less  than  400  acres  in  size.  Maintain  browse  on 
at  least  85  percent  of  the  winter  range  currently  supporting  browse. 


Allotment  Name:  Hines  Field 
Public  Acres: 


Allot.  No.:  7082 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  0 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  0 

Average  Actual  Use:  0 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


10 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 

No  forage  allocations  for  elk  use 
in  the  allotment  have  been  made. 

No  authorized  livestock  use. 


Management 
Objectives 

Allocate  forage  to  meet  elk  forage 
demands. 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  Rainbow  Creek 
Public  Acres: 


160 


Allot.  No.:  7085 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  0 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  0 

Average  Actual  Use:  0 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 


Management 
Objectives 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 


Allotment  Name:  Silver  Creek  Valley 
Public  Acres: 


40 


Allot.  No.:  7087 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  0 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  0 

Average  Actual  Use:  0 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 


Management 
Objectives 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

Deer  winter  range  occurs  in  allotment.  Vegetation  conversions  must  be  limited  to  less  than  400  acres  in  size.  Maintain  browse  on 
at  least  85  percent  of  the  winter  range  currently  supporting  browse. 
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Table  9.  Allotment  Management  Summaries  (continued) 


Allotment  Name:  Sunset  Valley 
Public  Acres: 


5360 


Allot.  No.:  7088 
Other  Acres: 


Mgmt.  Category:  C 


Grazing  Administration  Info.  (AUMs) 

Active  Preference:  0 

Suspended  Nonuse:  0 

Total  Preference:  0 

Average  Actual  Use:  0 


Other  Forage  Demands  (AUMs) 

Deer: 

Elk: 

Antelope: 

Horses: 

Total: 


Identified  Resource 
Conflicts/Concerns 


Management 
Objectives 


CONSTRAINTS 

Ensure  that  substantial  vegetation  conversions  (burning,  spraying,  chaining,  seeding,  etc.)  do  not  reduce  the  variety  of  plant  species 
or  communities  in  abundances  necessary  for  their  continued  existence  and  normal  functioning. 

Deer  winter  range  occurs  in  allotment.  Vegetation  conversions  must  be  limited  to  less  than  400  acres  in  size.  Maintain  browse  on 
at  least  85  percent  of  the  winter  range  currently  supporting  browse. 
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Table  11.  Rangeland  Monitoring  and  Evaluation 


Purpose  of  Monitoring 

1 )  To  determine  the  effects  of  management  actions  on  the  rangeland  resources. 

2)  To  determine  the  effectiveness  of  on-the-ground  management  actions  in  achieving  resource  management  objectives 
within  planned  timeframes. 

3)  To  provide  quantifiable  data  to  identify  and  support  needed  management  actions. 

4)  To  provide  quantifiable  data  for  the  periodic  review  of  management  objectives. 

Monitoring  Methods 

Monitoring  methods  must  be  suitable  for  the  vegetation  types  and  resource  conditions  that  will  be  encountered.  The  capability  of  the 
methods  to  detect  subtle  changes  due  to  management  over  short  periods  of  time  must  be  carefully  considered. 

For  monitoring  data  to  be  meaningful  and  useful  over  time,  there  must  be  consistency  in  the  kinds  of  data  that  are  collected  and  the 
manner  in  which  they  are  collected.  However,  the  need  for  changes  in  sampling  may  occasionally  arise  when  problems  are  detected 
during  a  cursory  review  of  the  collected  data,  when  analyzing  and  interpreting  the  data,  or  when  conducting  an  evaluation.  Serious 
consideration  must  be  given  to  the  effect  changes  will  have  on  the  historical  value  of  existing  data. 

The  methods  discussed  here  are  the  methods  currently  in  use  in  the  Three  Rivers  RA.  These  methods  are  consistent  with  the  District 
Monitoring  Plan,  State  Monitoring  Guidance  and  Bureau  Policy. 

Actual  Use 

Actual  use  monitoring  provides  information  concerning  the  actual  amount  of  grazing  use  occurring  on  an  area  of  rangeland  during 
a  specif  ic  time  period.  It  is  a  record  of  livestock  and  wild  horse  use  in  each  pasture  of  an  allotment  and  represents  forage  consumed 
in  terms  of  AUMs.  Livestock  actual  use  is  provided  by  the  permittees.  Data  is  verified  by  field  checks  and  occasional  counts.  The 
report  includes  livestock  numbers,  pasture  usage  and  turn  out  and  gathering  dates. 

Wild  horse  actual  use  is  determined  by  multiplying  inventoried  numbers  by  the  grazing  period  on  their  summer  and  winter  range. 
This  may  or  may  not  involve  separate  pastures. 

Actual  use  is  collected  in  all  "M"  and  "I"  category  allotments  annually. 

Utilization 

Utilization  data  are  collected  to  provide  information  concerning  the  percentage  of  forage  that  has  been  consumed  or  destroyed  on 
an  area  of  rangeland  during  a  specific  period  of  time  and  the  grazing  pattern  on  the  allotment.  Utilization  data  are  important  in 
evaluating  the  effects  of  grazing  use  on  specific  areas  of  rangeland  and  identifying  areas  of  concentrated  use  that  may  be  dispersed 
by  some  form  of  range  improvement. 

In  the  short  term,  utilization  data  are  considered  with  actual  use  and  climatic  data  to  determine  resource  use  levels  and  to  identify 
the  need  for  range  improvement  projects,  adjustment  in  management  actions,  and/or  adjustments  in  grazing  use  levels.  These  data 
can  be  used  as  the  basis  for  implementing  adjustments  in  grazing  use  through  agreement  or  by  decision. 

In  the  long  term,  utilization  data  are  considered  along  with  actual  use,  authorized  use,  estimated  use,  trend,  climate,  and  any  other 
data  available  or  necessary  for  allotment  evaluation.  Evaluations  are  conducted  to  determine  if  the  grazing  management  actions  and/ 
or  practices  are  achieving  the  long-term  management  objectives  identified  in  the  land-use  and  activity  plans. 

The  primary  method  used  in  the  RA  is  the  Key  Forage  Plant  method.  The  key  forage  plant  method  is  an  ocular  estimate  method  of 
judging  utilization  within  one  of  six  utilization  classes  on  one  or  more  key  herbaceous  and/or  browse  species.  Utilization  is  generally 
expressed  as  a  percentage  of  available  forage  weight  or  numbers  of  plants,  twigs,  etc.,  that  have  been  consumed  or  destroyed,  and 
is  expressed  in  terms  of  the  current  year's  production  removed. 

Trend 

Trend  data  are  important  in  determining  the  effectiveness  of  on-the-ground  management  actions  and  evaluating  progress  toward 
meeting  management  objectives.  They  indicate  whether  the  rangeland  is  moving  toward  or  away  from  its  potential  or  from  achieving 
specific  management  objectives.  Trend  refers  to  the  direction  of  change  and  indicated  whether  rangeland  vegetation  is  being 
maintained  or  is  moving  toward  or  away  from  the  desired  plant  community  or  toward  or  away  from  other  specific  vegetation 
management  objectives.  Trends  of  rangelands  may  be  judged  by  noting  changes  in  composition,  density,  cover,  production,  vigor, 
age  class,  and  frequency  of  the  vegetation,  and  related  parameters  of  other  resources. 

The  trend  method  used  in  the  RA  is  the  Nearest  Plant  method,  which  consists  of  a  minimum  of  1 00  observations  along  a  transect 
at  one  pace,  or  other  selected  intervals.  The  observation  is  the  nearest  plant  within  a  1 80  degree  arc  from  the  center  of  the  front  of 
the  observer's  foot.  Close-up  and  general  view  photographs  are  used  with  this  method. 
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Table  11.  Rangeland  Monitoring  and  Evaluation  (continued) 


This  method  provides  an  estimate  of  relative  species  dispersion.  The  indicators  of  trend  monitored  with  this  method  are  the 
percentage  of  occurrence  as  nearest  plant. 

The  Photo-plot  method  is  also  used  to  measure  trend.  This  method  includes  taking  a  close-up  photograph  of  a  3  x  3  foot  plot  and 
a  general  view  photograph  of  the  study  site. 

Climate 

Climate  studies  provide  a  comparison  of  grazing  season  climatic  conditions  with  long-term  normals.  Crop  year  (September  -  June) 
precipitation  accounts  for  approximately  80  percent  of  the  variation  in  vegetation  production  in  the  Great  Basin.  The  Forage  Yield 
Index  developed  at  the  Squaw  Butte  Experiment  Station  is  used  to  adjust  forage  utilization. 
Table  11.  (continued) 

Evaluation 

The  analysis  and  interpretation  of  inventory  and  monitoring  data  are  extremely  important  in  the  evaluation  of  management  actions 
to  determine  their  progress  in  meeting  resource  management  objectives.  This  process  must  be  carefully  accomplished  to  determine 
if  adjustments  in  grazing  use  and  management  actions  are  needed,  and  if  so,  to  what  extent. 

The  major  steps  involved  in  the  evaluation  process  are  as  follows: 

Assemble  and  Display  Monitoring  and  Other  Data  -  Review  and  summarize  available  data  which  has  been  collected  from  baseline 
inventories,  monitoring  studies,  supplemental  studies  and  other  sources. 

Analyze  Data  -  Perform  all  necessary  calculations  of  data. 

Interpret  Data  -  After  the  data  has  been  analyzed,  it  is  interpreted  to  determine  whether  the  results  show  a  trend  of  have  remained 
static  overtime  for  each  type  of  study.  This  includes  interpreting  individual  data  sets  and  examining  their  interrelationships. 

In  order  to  assess  proper  stocking  level  or  carrying  capacity,  the  following  formula  may  be  used. 

Potential  Stocking  Level  =  Target  Util.  *  Actual  Use 

(Carrying  Capacity)  Measured  Util.  *  Yield  Index 

Evaluate  Data  -  The  data  is  evaluated  for  consistency ,  reliability,  strong  points,  weak  points,  completeness  and  accuracy.  If  the  results 
of  the  interpretation  indicate  a  trend,  the  evaluation  attempts  to  determine  the  causes  of  the  trends  and  establish  a  course  of  action 
for  future  management. 

Review  Management  Objectives  -  Management  objectives  must  be  evaluated  as  well  as  the  monitoring  data  in  order  to  make  sure 
that  the  objectives  are  meaningful. 

In  order  for  management  actions  to  be  monitored  and  progress  to  be  evaluated,  the  objectives  must  be  measurable.  They  must  also 
be  reasonably  attainable  within  a  reasonable  timeframe.  In  some  cases,  detection  of  a  trend  toward  the  desired  value  may  sufficient 
to  justify  continuation  of  the  management  practice  being  evaluated,  especially  on  poor  condition  ranges  where  vegetation  objectives 
will  be  attainable  only  in  the  long-term.  In  these  cases,  intermediate  objectives  may  be  useful  in  evaluating  the  progress. 

Evaluate  Progress  in  Meeting  Management  Objectives  -  Determine  if  management  objectives  have  been  met  or  if  adequate  progress 
toward  achieving  them  has  occurred  or  if  management  objectives  or  monitoring  techniques  need  redefining. 

Summarize  Findings  and  Make  Recommendations  -  The  formal  evaluation  must  include  concise  management  recommendations 
as  well  as  recommendations  on  changing  monitoring  techniques,  management  objectives,  key  areas,  or  key  species. 
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Table  12.  Standard  Procedures  and  Design  Elements  for  Range  Improvements 

Range  improvements  are  proposed  for  several  reasons  including,  but  not  limited  to:  to  implement  more  intensive  grazing  systems; 
to  allow  deferment  of  grazing  use  on  native  range  during  the  spring;  to  improve  livestock  distribution;  and  to  increase  forage 
production. 

The  following  standard  procedures  and  design  elements  would  be  adhered  to  under  the  proposed  action  in  constructing  range 
improvements  in  the  EIS  area.  Design  elements  have  been  standardized  overtime  to  mitigate  adverse  effects  encountered  during 
range  improvement  installations. 

-  Preparation  of  a  site-specific  environmental  assessment  prior  to  implementation  of  range  improvements  is  required.  Proposed 
range  improvements  may  be  modified  or  abandoned  if  this  assessment  indicates  significant  adverse  environmental  impacts 
cannot  be  mitigated  or  avoided. 

-  A  wilderness  inventory,  required  by  FLPMA,  has  been  completed  in  the  EIS  area.  All  rangeland  management  activities  in 
wilderness  study  areas  will  be  consistent  with  the  IMP  and  Guidelines  for  Lands  Under  Wilderness  Review  unless  and  until  the 
area  is  removed  from  this  category.  Impacts  will  be  assessed  before  implementing  management  activities  to  ensure  they  meet 
guidelines. 

-  Every  effort  would  be  made  to  avoid  adverse  impacts  to  cultural  resources.  A  cultural  resources  inventory  will  be  completed  on 
all  areas  prior  to  any  decision  to  perform  ground-disturbing  activities.  This  would  be  part  of  the  preplanning  stage  of  a  project  and 
the  results  would  be  analyzed  in  the  environmental  assessment  addressing  the  action  (BLM  Manual  81 00,  Cultural  Resources 
Management).  If  significant  cultural  values  are  identified,  the  project  could  be  relocated,  redesigned  or  abandoned.  However, 
where  that  is  not  possible,  the  BLM  would  consult  with  the  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer  and  the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic 
Preservation  in  accordance  with  the  Programmatic  Memorandum  of  Agreement  (PMOA)  by  and  between  the  Bureau,  the  Council 
and  the  National  Conference  of  State  Historic  Preservation  Officers,  dated  January  14,  1980,  which  sets  forth  a  procedure  for 
developing  appropriate  mitigative  measures,  in  compliance  with  Section  106  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  (1966)  as 
implemented  by  36  CFR  Part  800.  Management  adherence  to  agreed  upon  mitigative  measures  will  be  implemented  in 
compliance  with  these  regulations. 

-  If  a  project  might  affect  any  listed  threatened  or  endangered  species  or  its  critical  habitat,  consultation  with  the  USFWS  would 
be  initiated  (50  CFR  50  402:  Endangered  Species  Act  of  1973,  as  amended).  The  project  would  be  modified,  relocated  or 
abandoned  in  order  to  obtain  a  no  effect  determination.  If  a  project  may  contribute  to  the  need  to  list  a  Federal  candidate  or  Bureau 
sensitive  species,  a  technical  assistance  request  would  be  made  to  the  USFWS. 

-  Surface  disturbance  at  all  project  sites  would  be  held  to  a  minimum.  Disturbed  soil  would  be  rehabilitated  to  blend  into  surrounding 
soil  surface  and  reseeded  as  needed  with  a  mixture  of  grasses,  forbs  and  browse  as  applicable  to  replace  ground  cover  and  reduce 
soil  loss  from  wind  and  water  erosion. 

-  Seeding  would  only  be  done  to  enhance  and  sustain  multiple-use  values.  Vegetation  manipulation  projects  would  be  designed 
using  irregular  patterns,  untreated  patches,  etc.,  to  provide  for  optimum  edge  effect  for  visual  quality  and  wildlife.  Layout  and 
design  would  be  coordinated  with  local  ODFW  biologists. 

-  Seeding  would  be  accomplished  by  use  of  the  rangeland  drill  in  most  cases.  Broadcast  seeding  would  occur  on  small  disturbed 
areas,  rough  terrain  and  rocky  areas.  Brush  would  be  controlled  prior  to  seeding.  Some  projects  would  have  brush  control  only. 
Brush  control  could  employ  burning,  spraying,  chaining,  etc.;  however,  the  treatment  method  has  not  been  determined  for 
individual  projects.  Generally,  areas  containing  needlegrasses  and/or  rabbitbrush  and  areas  with  sandy  soils  would  not  be  burned. 
BLM  would  determine  seeding  mixtures  on  a  site-specific  basis,  at  the  EA  level  in  accordance  with  NEPA,  using  past  experience 
and  recommendations  of  the  Oregon  State  University  Extension  Service  and  Experiment  Stations  and/or  ODFW.  Anticipated 
increases  in  production  through  vegetation  manipulation  projects  would  not  be  allocated  until  seedings  are  established  and  ready 
for  use.  All  seedings  would  be  deferred  from  grazing  for  at  least  two  growing  seasons  to  allow  seedling  establishment.  Where 
deep  furrow  drills  are  used,  slopes  would  be  drilled  on  the  contour  to  prevent  water  erosion. 

-  The  seeding  policy  for  the  BLM  in  Oregon  is  as  follows:  Seedings  to  change  vegetation  composition  should  be  used  when  it  is 
the  most  efficient  method  to  accomplish  the  resource  objectives  identified  through  the  planning  process.  The  selection  of  the 
seeding  area  and  the  species  to  be  used  should  be  based  on  a  site-specific  evaluation  which  considers  ecologic  potential, 
technical  and  economic  feasibility,  location  of  unique  resources,  plant  diversity  and  cumulative  impacts  on  the  ecosystem. 
Adapted  native  species  that  can  enhance  vegetative  diversity  composition  must  be  given  consideration  in  species  selection.  To 
insure  establishment  seedings  must  be  protected  for  two  growing  seasons  or  until  the  vigorous  seedlings  produce  their  first  seed 
crop.  Once  established,  seedings  should  be  .properly  managed  and  monitoried  to  ensure  that  resource  objectives  are 
accomplished. 

-  It  is  anticipated  that  the  existing  road  and  trail  system  would  provide  access  for  range  improvements  construction.  If  needed, 
unimproved  trails  and  tracks  would  be  created  to  reach  construction  sites.  These  trails  would  continue  to  be  utilized  for 
maintenance  of  the  projects. 
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Table  12.  Standard  Procedures  and  Design  Elements  for  Range  Improvements  (continued) 

-  It  is  assumed  that  normal  maintenance  such  as  replacement  of  pipeline  sections,  fence  posts  and  retreatment  of  vegetation 
manipulations  would  occur. 

-  VRM  procedures  would  be  employed  to  minimize  the  adverse  visual  impacts  created  by  the  proposed  range  improvements. 
Additional  design  features  are  identified  in  the  following  discussion  of  the  individual  types  of  improvements. 

Reservoir  Construction 

Development  of  reservoirs  would  involve  the  construction  of  pits  and  dams  to  impound  water  for  livestock  and  wildlife  use.  Pits  would 
be  in  dry  lake  beds  or  other  natural  depressions.  Dams  would  be  constructed  in  drainages.  Water  storage  capacity  would  range  from 
1.0  to  2.0  acre-feet.  Fill  material,  if  needed,  would  come  from  the  impoundment  area  and/or  a  borrow  area  for  dams.  Excavated 
material  from  pits  would  be  piled  adjacent  to  the  pit.  Topsoil  would  be  stockpiled  and  used  to  rehabilitate  the  borrow  areas. 

Wells 

Wells  would  be  cased  with  steel  pipe  and  sealed  with  concrete  to  prevent  cave-ins  and  contamination.  All  State  of  Oregon  water- 
well  drilling  regulations  would  be  adhered  to,  both  in  drilling  and  equipping.  A  safety  device  would  be  installed  on  new  powerline 
transformers  to  prevent  electrocution  of  raptors.  Metal  storage  tanks,  painted  to  blend  with  the  surrounding  landscape,  would  be 
placed  at  each  well  site.  Generally,  the  tanks  would  be  enclosed  and  would  measure  1 5  to  30  feet  in  diameter  and  6  to  1 2  feet  high. 

Springs 

The  proposed  action  includes  the  development  of  springs.  This  would  involve  digging  or  drilling  to  intercept  naturally  occurring  water 
flow,  installing  perforated  pipe  or  concrete  boxes  to  collect  water,  and  installing  pipelines  and  water  troughs.  The  spring  source  and 
trough  overflow  area  would  be  fenced  to  prevent  livestock  grazing  and  trampling  and  provide  meadow  habitat.  A  small  waterhole 
would  be  developed  inside  the  fenced  overflow  area  for  wildlife  use.  Ramps,  rocks  or  float  boards  would  be  provided  in  all  water 
troughs  for  birds  and  mammals  to  gain  access  to  and/or  escape  from  the  water. 

Pipelines 

Pipelines  are  proposed  to  carry  water  for  livestock  from  wells  to  areas  that  lack  an  adequate  water  supply.  Generally,  1  to  2-inch 
diameter  plastic  pipe  would  be  buried  with  a  pipe-laying  device  consisting  of  a  modified  ripper  tooth  mounted  on  a  tractor.  The  pipe 
is  normally  laid  as  deeply  as  possible  under  the  ground  but  no  deeper  than  30  inches.  Where  obstructions  prohibit  burying,  the  pipe 
would  be  laid  on  the  surface  and  covered  with  borrowed  soil.  Reservoirs  would  be  constructed  along  the  pipeline  and  fenced  to 
exclude  livestock.  This  would  provide  ground  level  water  for  wildlife,  and  serve  as  an  emergency  water  supply  in  case  of  equipment 
failure.  Watertroughs  would  be  installed  approximately  every  mile  along  the  pipeline.  Ramps,  rocks  or  float  boards  would  be  provided 
in  all  water  troughs  for  birds  and  mammals  to  gain  access  to  and/or  escape  from  the  water. 

Fences  and  Cattleguards 

Fences  would  be  designed  to  prevent  the  passage  of  livestock  without  stopping  the  movement  of  wildlife.  All  fences  would  be 
constructed  in  accordance  with  Bureau  Manual  1 741 .  The  proposed  fence  lines  would  not  be  bladed  or  scraped.  All  fences  would 
comply  with  VRM  procedures. 

Where  fences  cross  existing  roads  either  gates  or  cattleguards  would  be  installed. 
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Table  13.  Range  Improvement  Costs1 


Type  of  Improvement  Unit         Cost/Unit 

Guzzler 

Brush  Control 

Cattleguard 

Fence 

Juniper  Burning 

Pipeline 

Prescribed  Burn 

Reservoir 

Road  Maintenance 

Seeding 

Spring 

Trough 

Well 

'Based  on  recent  years'  experience,  figures  in  1991  dollars. 


Each 

$4,500 

Acre 

$10 

Each 

$2,400 

Mile 

$2,500 

Unit 

$2,800 

Mile 

$10,500 

Acre 

$10 

Each 

$6,700 

Mile 

$200 

Acre 

$25 

Each 

$3,000 

Each 

$1,800 

Each 

$22,500 
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Table  14.  Potential  Range  Improvements  by  Allotment 


Allotment 
No. 


Allotment 
Name 


Type  of 
Improvement 


Units 


Cost/ 
Unit 


No. 


Cost 


Silver  Lake  Pond 

Fence 

Mile 

Nest  Islands 

Each 

4098 

East  Cr.-Pine  Hill 

Fence 

Mile 

4143 

Silvies 

Wetland  Improvements 

Project 

Fence 

Mile 

5101 

Devine  Ridge 

Reservoir 

Each 

5102 

Prather  Creek 

Fence 

Mile 

5105 

Camp  Harney 

Fence 

Mile 

Spring 

Each 

Juniper  Burning 

Units 

Cattleguard 

Each 

5201 

Coleman  Creek 

Fence 

Mile 

5205 

Venator 

Spring 

Each 

5206 

Stockade 

Fence 

Mile 

5207 

Coyote  Creek 

Fence 

Mile 

5218 

Bennett  FFR 

Road  Maintenance 

Mile 

5301 

Princeton 

Trough 

Each 

Pipeline 

Mile 

5302 

Big  Bird 

Pipeline 

Mile 

Trough 

Each 

5303 

Dry  Lake 

Well 

Each 

Pipeline 

Mile 

Cattleguard 

Each 

Trough 

Each 

5305 

Crow's  Nest 

Pipeline 

Mile 

5306 

Rocky  Ford 

Cattleguard 

Each 

Reservoir 

Each 

Well 

Each 

Pipeline 

Mile 

5307 

Smyth  Creek 

Fence 

Mile 

Juniper  Burning 

Units 

Cattleguard 

Each 

Reservoir 

Each 

5308 

Kiger 

Cattleguard 

Each 

Juniper  Burning 

Units 

Reservoir 

Each 

5309 

Happy  Valley 

Fence 

Mile 

Trough 

Each 

Juniper  Burning 

Units 

Pipeline 

Mile 

5310 

Riddle  Mountain 

Juniper  Burning 

Units 

Spring 

Each 

Fence 

Mile 

5315 

Virginia  Valley 

Trough 

Each 

Pipeline 

Mile 

Cattleguard 

Each 

Fence 

Mile 

5321 

Hamilton  Ind. 

Fence 

Mile 

5329 

Riddle-Coyote 

Fence 

Mile 

5503 

Pine  Creek 

Spring 

Each 

Fence 

Mile 

Juniper  Burning 

Units 

5506 

Muddy  Creek 

Reservoir 

Each 

5510 

Jones  Dripp 

Reservoir 

Each 

5511 

Moffet  Table 

Prescribed  Burn 

Acre 

Trough 

Each 

Fence 

Mile 

Juniper  Burning 

Units 

5514 

Coal  Mine  Creek 

Trough 

Each 

5515 

Mule  Creek 

Fence 

Mile 

$3,334 

1.5 

$5,001 

$2,500 

2 

$5,000 

$2,500 

1 

$2,500 

$21,000 

1 

$21,000 

$2,500 

0.75 

$1,875 

$6,700 

1 

$6,700 

$2,500 

1 

$2,500 

$2,500 

1 

$2,500 

$3,000 

1 

$3,000 

$2,800 

5 

$14,000 

$2,400 

1 

$2,400 

$2,500 

2 

$5,000 

$3,000 

1 

$3,000 

$2,500 

1 

$2,500 

$2,500 

0.5 

$1,250 

$200 

1.5 

$300 

$1,800 

3 

$5,400 

$10,500 

7 

$73,500 

$10,500 

2 

$21,000 

$1,800 

1 

$1,800 

$22,500 

1 

$22,500 

$10,500 

12 

$126,000 

$2,400 

1 

$2,400 

$1,800 

5 

$9,000 

$10,500 

2 

$21,000 

$2,400 

1 

$2,400 

$6,700 

1 

$6,700 

$22,500 

1 

$22,500 

$10,500 

1 

$10,500 

$2,500 

2.75 

$6,875 

$2,800 

6 

$16,800 

$2,400 

1 

$2,400 

$6,700 

1 

$6,700 

$2,400 

1 

$2,400 

$2,800 

2 

$5,600 

$6,700 

1 

$6,700 

$2,500 

1 

$2,500 

$1,800 

1 

$1,800 

$2,800 

2 

$5,600 

$10,500 

1 

$10,500 

$2,800 

8 

$22,400 

$3,000 

1 

$3,000 

$2,500 

1 

$2,500 

$1,800 

5 

$9,000 

$10,500 

7 

$73,500 

$2,400 

1 

$2,400 

$2,500 

3 

$7,500 

$2,500 

1 

$2,500 

$2,500 

4 

$10,000 

$3,000 

3 

$9,000 

$2,500 

2 

$5,000 

$2,800 

7 

$19,600 

$6,700 

1 

$6,700 

$6,700 

2 

$13,400 

$10 

1,560 

$15,600 

$800 

4 

$3,200 

$2,500 

3.5 

$8,750 

$2,800 

6 

$16,800 

$800 

1 

$800 

$2,500 

1 

$2,500 
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Table  14 

,  Potential  Range  Improvements  by  Allotment  (continued) 

Allotment 

Allotment 

Type  of 

Cost/ 

No. 

Name 

Improvement 

Units 

Unit 

No. 

Cost 

5517 

Otis  Mountain 

Trough 

Each 

$800 

2 

$1,600 

Juniper  Burning 

Units 

$2,800 

4 

$11,200 

Prescribed  Burn 

Acre 

$10 

1,440 

$14,400 

5522 

Cottonwood  Creek 

Reservoir 

Each 

$6,700 

2 

$13,400 

Fence 

Mile 

$2,500 

2.5 

$6,250 

5524 

Dawson  Butte 

Trough 

Each 

$800 

3 

$2,400 

5526 

Chalk  Hills 

Well 

Each 

$22,500 

1 

$22,500 

Pipeline 

Mile 

$10,500 

2 

$21,000 

5528 

Cooler 

Reservoir 

Each 

$6,700 

1 

$6,700 

5529 

House  Butte 

Spring 

Each 

$3,000 

2 

$6,000 

5531 

Stinkingwater 

Fence 

Mile 

$2,500 

3 

$7,500 

Road  Maintenance 

Mile 

$200 

7 

$14,000 

Reservoir 

Each 

$6,700 

1 

$6,700 

5532 

Mountain 

Fence 

Mile 

$2,500 

8 

$20,000 

Juniper  Burning 

Units 

$2,800 

15 

$42,000 

Trough 

Each 

$800 

1 

$800 

Road  Maintenance 

Mile 

$200 

12 

$2,400 

5534 

Mahon  Creek 

Road  Maintenance 

Mile 

$200 

2 

$400 

Fence 

Mile 

$2,500 

1.5 

$3,750 

5535 

Miller  Canyon 

Reservoir 

Each 

$6,700 

3 

$20,100 

Juniper  Burning 

Units 

$2,800 

6 

$16,800 

Road  Maintenance 

Mile 

$200 

5 

$1,000 

5536 

Alder  Creek 

Juniper  Burning 

Units 

$2,800 

12 

$33,600 

Road  Maintenance 

Mile 

$200 

10 

$2,000 

Fence 

Mile 

$2,500 

4.5 

$11,250 

Reservoir 

Each 

$6,700 

4 

$26,800 

5537 

Rock  Mountain 

Spring 

Each 

$3,000 

1 

$3,000 

5538 

Riverside 

Spring 

Each 

$3,000 

1 

$3,000 

5560 

Vickers'  FFR 

Road  Maintenance 

Mile 

$200 

1.5 

$300 

5564 

Wheeler  Basin 

Trough 

Each 

$800 

1 

$800 

Reservoir 

Each 

$6,700 

2 

$13,400 

5565 

Upton  Mountain 

Seeding 

Acre 

$25 

2,000 

$50,000 

Pipeline 

Mile 

$200 

1 

$200 

Trough 

Each 

$800 

1 

$800 

Brush  Control 

Acre 

$10 

2,000 

$20,000 

Reservoir 

Each 

$6,700 

1 

$6,700 

5566 

Texaco  Basin 

Road  Maintenance 

Mile 

$200 

4.5 

$900 

Fence 

Mile 

$2,500 

2 

$5,000 

5571 

Lamb  Ranch 

Fence 

Mile 

$2,500 

1.25 

$3,125 

7001 

East  Warm  Springs 

Pipeline 

Mile 

$10,500 

4 

$42,000 

Fence 

Mile 

$2,500 

17 

$42,500 

Trough 

Each 

$1,800 

4 

$7,200 

Reservoir 

Each 

$6,700 

6 

$40,200 

Well 

Each 

$22,500 

1 

$22,500 

7002 

West  Warm  Springs 

Reservoir 

Each 

$6,700 

12 

$80,400 

Wetland  Improvements 

Project 

$40,000 

1 

$40,000 

Fence 

Mile 

$2,500 

2 

$5,000 

7003 

East  Wagontire 

Trough 

Each 

$800 

2 

$1,600 

Brush  Control 

Acre 

$10 

32,665 

$326,650 

Spring 

Each 

$3,000 

1 

$3,000 

Seeding 

Acre 

$25 

31,200 

$780,000 

Fence 

Mile 

$2,500 

42 

$105,000 

Well 

Each 

$22,500 

2 

$45,000 

Reservoir 

Each 

$6,700 

8 

$53,600 

Pipeline 

Mile 

$10,500 

25 

$262,500 

7004 

West  Wagontire 

Trough 

Each 

$1,800 

7 

$12,600 

Reservoir 

Each 

$6,700 

2 

$13,400 

Pipeline 

Mile 

$10,500 

7 

$73,500 

Well 

Each 

$22,500 

1 

$22,500 

Fence 

Mile 

$2,500 

20 

$50,000 

Big  Game  Guzzler 

Each 

$4,500 

2 

$9,000 
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Table  14.  Potential  Range  Improvements  by  Allotment  (continued) 


Allotment      Allotment 
No.  Name 


Type  of 
Improvement 


Units 


Cost/ 
Unit 


No. 


Cost 


7006 

Rimrock  Lake 

7007 

Hat  Butte 

7008 

Sheep  Lake-SI 

7009 

Dry  Lake 
(Rye  Grass) 

7010 

Claw  Creek 

7013 
7014 

Zoglmann 
Badger  Spring 

7015 

Second  Flat 

7016 

Juniper  Ridge 

7017 
7018 


7019 


Cluster 
Silver  Lake 


Palomino  Buttes 


7020 

Sand  Hollow 

7021 

Weaver  Lake 

7022 

Dog  Mountain 

7024 
7025 

East  Sagehen 
Gouldin 

7030 

Skull  Creek 

7031 

Hay  Creek 

7033 
7036 

Silvies  River 
Hayes 

Seeding 

Acre 

Brush  Control 

Acre 

Spring 

Each 

Reservoir 

Each 

Brush  Control 

Acre 

Fence 

Mile 

Brush  Control 

Acre 

Reservoir 

Each 

Seeding 

Acre 

Reservoir 

Each 

Seeding 

Acre 

Juniper  Burning 

Units 

Brood  Pond 

Each 

Brush  Control 

Acre 

Reservoir 

Each 

Fence 

Mile 

Reservoir 

Each 

Fence 

Mile 

Spring 

Each 

Reservoir 

Each 

Big  Game  Guzzler 

Each 

Big  Game  Guzzler 

Each 

Spring 

Each 

Fence 

Mile 

Reservoir 

Each 

Seeding 

Acre 

Fence 

Mile 

Pipeline 

Mile 

Trough 

Each 

Reservoir 

Each 

Well 

Each 

Prescribed  Burn 

Acre 

Brush  Control 

Acre 

Fence 

Mile 

Brush  Control 

Acre 

Pipeline 

Mile 

Reservoir 

Each 

Fence 

Mile 

Reservoir 

Each 

Wetland  Improvements 

Project 

Well 

Each 

Pipeline 

Mile 

Fence 

Mile 

Reservoir 

Each 

Pipeline 

Mile 

Fence 

Mile 

Reservoir 

Each 

Fence 

Mile 

Reservoir 

Each 

Spring 

Each 

Reservoir 

Each 

Reservoir 

Each 

Fence 

Mile 

Brush  Control 

Acre 

Fence 

Mile 

Juniper  Burning 

Units 

Reservoir 

Each 

Fence 

Mile 

Fence 

Mile 

Fence 

Mile 

$25 

9,000 

$225,000 

$10 

9,000 

$90,000 

$3,000 

2 

$6,000 

$6,700 

12 

$80,400 

$10 

3,000 

$30,000 

$2,500 

4 

$10,000 

$10 

2,500 

$25,000 

$6,700 

1 

$6,700 

$25 

800 

$20,000 

$6,700 

6 

$40,200 

$25 

960 

$24,000 

$2,800 

5 

$14,000 

$7,500 

2 

$15,000 

$10 

1,800 

$18,000 

$6,700 

1 

$6,700 

$2,500 

8 

$20,000 

$6,700 

2 

$13,400 

$2,500 

2.25 

$5,625 

$3,000 

1 

$3,000 

$6,700 

2 

$13,400 

$4,500 

2 

$9,000 

$4,500 

2 

$9,000 

$3,000 

2 

$6,000 

$2,500 

3 

$7,500 

$6,700 

2 

$13,400 

$25 

3,000 

$75,000 

$2,500 

9 

$22,500 

$10,500 

8 

$84,000 

$1,800 

8 

$14,400 

$6,700 

1 

$6,700 

$22,500 

1 

$22,500 

$10 

5,260 

$52,600 

$10 

2,000 

$20,000 

$2,500 

1 

$2,500 

$10 

4,500 

$45,000 

$10,500 

4 

$42,000 

$6,700 

3 

$20,100 

$2,500 

7 

$17,500 

$6,700 

1 

$6,700 

$50,000 

1 

$50,000 

$22,500 

1 

$22,500 

$10,500 

2 

$21,000 

$2,500 

6 

$15,000 

$6,700 

1 

$6,700 

$10,500 

3 

$31,500 

$2,500 

2 

$5,000 

$6,700 

2 

$13,400 

$2,500 

5.5 

$13,750 

$6,700 

1 

$6,700 

$3,000 

1 

$3,000 

$6,700 

2 

$13,400 

$6,700 

1 

$6,700 

$2,500 

4 

$10,000 

$10 

1,600 

$16,000 

$2,500 

2 

$5,000 

$2,800 

10 

$28,000 

$6,700 

2 

$13,400 

$2,500 

4 

$10,000 

$2,500 

4 

$10,000 

$2,500 

1.5 

$3,750 
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Table  14 

Potential  Range  Improvements  by  Allotment  (continued) 

Allotment 

Allotment 

Type  of 

Cost/ 

No. 

Name 

Improvement 

Units 

Unit 

No. 

Cost 

7037 

Coal  Pit  Springs 

Reservoir 

Each 

$6,700 

1 

$6,700 

Spring 

Each 

$3,000 

2 

$6,000 

7040 

Landing  Creek 

Fence 

Mile 

$2,500 

5 

$12,500 

7041 

East  Silvies 

Spring 

Each 

$3,000 

1 

$3,000 

Fence 

Mile 

$2,500 

3 

$7,500 

Reservoir 

Each 

$6,700 

1 

$6,700 

7043 

Lone  Pine 

Juniper  Control 

Acre 

$80 

1,000 

$80,000 

Reservoir 

Each 

$6,700 

3 

$20,100 

Juniper  Burning 

Units 

$2,800 

5 

$14,000 

Spring 

Each 

$3,000 

1 

$3,000 

7048 

Varien  Canyon 

Fence 

Mile 

$2,500 

0.25 

$625 

7049 

Forks  of  Poison  Cr. 

Brush  Control 

Acre 

$10 

530 

$5,300 

7058 

Narrows 

Trough 

Each 

$1,800 

1 

$1,800 

Reservoir 

Each 

$6,700 

2 

$13,400 

Well 

Each 

$22,500 

1 

$22,500 
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South  Narrows  ACEC 

South  Narrows  ACEC  is  an  existing  ACEC  in  the  Three  Rivers  RA.  It  was  established  June  30, 1 983.  It  is  located  in  Harney  County 
approximately  26  miles  south  of  Burns,  Oregon,  adjacent  to  Highway  205.  This  ACEC  is  1 60  acres  in  size.  It  is  in  East  Warm  Springs 
Allotment  (No.  7001 ).  The  elevation  of  the  site  is  approximately  4,400  feet. 

South  Narrows  ACEC  was  established  to  provide  special  management  attention  to  the  designated  Critical  Habitat  of  Stephanomeria 
malheurensis,  Malheur  wirelettuce,  a  plant  species  listed  as  endangered  under  the  Endangered  Species  Act  of  1973. 

The  management  goal  of  the  South  Narrows  ACEC  is  to  provide  protection  in  order  to  preserve  the  characteristics  of  the  habitat  and 
maintain  the  suitability  of  the  site  to  support  Stephanomeria  malheurensis.  Actions  which  have  previously  been  undertaken  in  support 
of  this  goal  include  fencing  a  portion  of  the  ACEC,  installing  informational  signs  and  undertaking  studies  to  aid  in  understanding  the 
interrelationships  between  Stephanomeria  malheurensis  and  its  environment  including  competition  between  it  and  other  species. 
Management  of  this  area  is  incorporated  into  the  activity  plans  associated  with  Stephanomeria  malheurensis. 

Legal  Description  of  Site: 

South  Narrows  ACEC: 

Willamette  Meridian: 

T.  27  S.,  R.  30  E.,         Sec.  11,  SE1/4NE1/4  and  NE1/4SE1/4; 

Sec.  12,  W1/2SW1/4NW1/4,  SE1/4SW1/4NW1/4, 

SW1/4NE1/4SW1/4  and  NW1/4SW1/4. 


The  area  described  aggregates  160  acres  more  or  less. 


Diamond  Craters  ONA/ACEC 

Diamond  Craters  is  an  existing  ONA/ACEC  in  the  Three  Rivers  RA.  It  was  established  as  an  ACEC  on  December  2,  1 980,  and  as 
an  ONA  on  April  1,  1982.  Diamond  Craters  is  located  in  Harney  County,  approximately  40  miles  southeast  of  Burns,  Oregon,  and 
4  miles  east  of  Highway  205  adjacent  to  the  eastern  boundary  of  the  Malheur  National  Wildlife  Refuge.  The  existing  ONA/ACEC  is 
1 6,656  acres  in  size  and  the  proposed  addition  is  400  acres.  The  ONA/ACEC  will  total  1 7,056  acres  in  size.  The  elevation  of  Diamond 
Craters  ranges  from  4,1 50  to  4,700  feet. 

Diamond  Craters  ONA/ACEC  was  established  to  protect  the  diversity  of  geologic  features  and  ecosystems.  Diamond  Craters  is 
geologically  unique  because  of  the  great  variety  of  basaltic  igneous-volcanic  structures  representing  a  complex  series  of  geologic 
events  which  are  present  within  a  small  geographic  area.  Preservation  of  the  volcanic  features  is  excellent  due  to  a  lack  of  erosion. 
The  geologic  features  include  lava  flows,  vents,  craters,  domes,  a  caldera,  a  maar  and  a  graben.  The  diversity  of  vegetation  at 
Diamond  Craters  includes  both  unusual  and  representative  species  and  communities.  The  diversity  of  landforms  and  vegetation 
provides  habitat  for  a  large  variety  of  wildlife  species. 

The  management  goal  of  the  Diamond  Craters  ONA/ACEC  is  to  preserve  the  unique  assemblage  of  geologic  features  and 
ecosystems  so  that  present  and  future  generations  may  benefit  from  its  exceptional  scientific,  educational,  scenic  and  recreational 
values.  Actions  which  have  previously  been  undertaken  in  support  of  this  goal  include  withdrawal  of  the  area  from  mineral  entry, 
closure  of  the  area  to  ORV  utilization,  removal  of  livestock  and  wild  horses,  development  of  a  self -guided  tour,  and  development  of 
the  Diamond  Craters  Recreation  Area  Management  Plan  which  details  procedures  for  managing  the  recreational  uses  of  the  ONA/ 
ACEC. 

Legal  Description  of  Site: 

Diamond  Craters  ONA/ACEC: 

Willamette  Meridian: 

T.  28  S.,  R.  31  E.,  Sec.        24,      E1/2NE1/4,  SW1/4NE1/4, 

SE1/4NW1/4,  E1/2SW1/2  and  SE1/4; 
Sec.        25,      E1/2NE1/4,  NW1/4NE1/4,  NE1/4NW1/4 
andNE1/4SE1/4. 

T.  29  S.,  R.  31  E.,  Sec.  1,      E1/2E1/2; 

Sec.        12,      NE1/4NE1/4. 
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".  28  S.,  R.  32  E., 

Sec. 

17, 

All; 

Sec. 

8, 

Lot  4,  S1/2NE1/4,  SE1/4SW1/4,  and  SE1/4; 

Sees. 

19  through  22,  Inclusive; 

Sec. 

23, 

SW1/4andS1/2SE1/4; 

Sec. 

24, 

SW1/4SW1/4; 

Sec. 

25, 

NW1/4NW1/4,  S1/2NW1/4,  and  SW1/4; 

Sees. 

26  through  35,  Inclusive. 

'.  29  S.,  R.  32  E., 

Sec. 

1, 

W1/2NW1/4andSW1/4; 

Sees. 

2  through  6,  Inclusive; 

Sec. 

7,  Lot  1,  N1/2NE1/4and  NE1/4NW1/4; 

Sec. 

8, 

N1/2,  NE1/4SW1/4,  N1/2SE1/4  and  SE1/4SE1/4; 

Sec. 

9, 

All; 

Sec. 

10, 

N1/2andSW1/4; 

Sec. 

11, 

W1/2NE1/4andNW1/4; 

Sec. 

5, 

N1/2NW1/4. 

The  area  described  aggregates  1 6,656  acres  more  or  less. 
The  addition  to  Diamond  Craters  ONA/ACEC: 

Willamette  Meridian: 

T.  28  S.,  R.  32  E.,  Sec.  16,  W1/2. 

T.  28  S.,  R.  31  E.,  Sec.  36,  SE1/4NE1/4  and  NE1/4SE1/4. 
The  areas  described  aggregate  400  acres  more  or  less. 
The  total  area  described  aggregates  17,056  acres  more  or  less. 


Silver  Creek  RNA/ACEC  Addition 

Silver  Creek  RNA/ACEC  and  the  proposed  addition  are  located  in  Harney  County  approximately  35  miles  west  of  Burns  and  1 5  miles 
north  of  Highway  20  adjacent  to  the  Ochoco  National  Forest  boundary.  The  existing  RNA/ACEC  is  640  acres  in  size  and  the  proposed 
addition  is  1 ,280  acres  including  640  acres  of  a  private  inholding,  the  acquisition  of  which  through  exchange  is  a  prerequisite  to  the 
designation  of  the  RNA/ACEC  addition.  The  proposed  addition  is  in  the  Upper  Valley  Allotment  (No.  701 1 ).  The  elevation  of  the  site 
ranges  from  approximately  4,520  to  4,800  feet. 

Silver  Creek  RNA/ACEC  is  an  established  RNA/ACEC  within  the  Three  Rivers  RA.  It  was  established  to  fill  the  aquatic  natural  area 
cell  in  the  Ochoco,  Blue  and  Wallowa  Mountains  Province  described  in  the  Oregon  Natural  Heritage  Plan  (1988)  as: 

2.     First  to  third  order  stream  system  in  Blue  Mountains  originating  in  ponderosa  pine  zone,  including  intermittent  streams. 

The  proposed  addition  to  the  Silver  Creek  RNA/ACEC  will  provide  for  a  better  representation  of  this  cell  as  it  provides  a  greater 
elevational  gradient  along  a  single  drainage.  The  proposed  addition  to  the  Silver  Creek  RNA/ACEC  will  also  provide  representation 
for  an  unfilled  terrestrial  natural  area  cell  in  the  Blue  Mountains  Province  described  as: 

35.   Low  sagebrush/bunchgrass  community  outside  the  forest  zone. 

The  existing  Silver  Creek  RNA/ACEC  in  Section  8  consists  of  ponderosa  pine  uplands  with  areas  of  big  sagebrush/bunchgrass  as 
well  as  an  extensive  forested  riparian  zone.  The  proposed  addition,  Sections  1 7  and  20,  includes  the  confluence  of  Silver  Creek  and 
Sawmill  Creek  with  a  combined  total  of  approximately  2.5  miles  of  high  quality  riparian  area.  The  riparian  zone  is  dominated  by  mature 
willows  and  mountain  alder  with  an  understory  that  is  mostly  Kentucky  bluegrass.  The  uplands  are  dominated  by  low  sagebrush  and 
bluebunch  wheatgrass.  There  are  also  areas  of  big  sagebrush  and  bluebunch  wheatgrass,  scattered  western  juniper  and  bitterbrush, 
Idaho  fescue  and  Sandberg's  bluegrass.  Portions  of  the  existing  RNA/ACEC  and  proposed  addition  were  burned  by  wildfire  in  August 
1990. 

The  primary  management  goal  of  the  Silver  Creek  RNA/ACEC  and  proposed  addition  is  to  preserve  the  natural  ecosystems  and  to 
provide  areas  for  ecological  studies,  monitoring,  and  research,  and  education.  The  primary  management  action  which  will  be 
undertaken  to  aid  in  the  attainment  of  this  goal  will  be  the  construction  of  perimeter  boundary  fencing.  A  high  standard  gravel  road 
maintained  by  the  county  crosses  through  the  southwestern  corner  RNA/ACEC  addition.  Coordination  with  the  county  will  ensure 
maintenance  does  not  degrade  the  RNA/ACEC.  Two  unimproved  dirt  roads  are  also  present  in  the  RNA/ACEC  addition.  These  roads 
will  remain  open  to  public  use.  Signing  of  the  RNA/ACEC  along  the  county  road  may  be  appropriate.  A  separate  management  plan 
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will  be  written  for  this  RNA/ACEC  subsequent  to  the  acquisition  of  the  private  inholding  and  the  ROD.  This  management  plan  will 
be  comprehensive  in  nature  and  reflect  the  allowable  uses/use  constraints  shown  in  Appendix  1 ,  Table  1 6  and  the  procedures  and 
monitoring  discussed  in  the  management  decision. 

Legal  Description  of  Site: 

Silver  Creek  RNA/ACEC: 

Willamette  Meridian: 

T.  21  S.,  R.  26  E,  Sec.  8,  All. 

The  area  described  aggregates  640  acres  more  or  less. 

Silver  Creek  RNA/ACEC  Addition: 

Willamette  Meridian: 

T.  21  S.,  R.  26  E.,  Sec.  17,  All; 
Sec.  20,  All. 

The  area  described  aggregates  1 ,280  acres  more  or  less. 

Foster  Flat  RNA/ACEC 

The  proposed  Foster  Flat  RNA/ACEC  is  located  in  Harney  County  approximately  42  miles  south  of  Burns,  Oregon,  and  20  miles  west 
of  Highway  205  near  the  Burns  District  boundary  with  Lakeview  District.  The  proposed  Foster  Flat  RNA/ACEC  is  2,690  acres  in  size. 
It  is  in  East  Warm  Springs  Allotment  (No.  7001 )  and  in  the  Warm  Springs  HMA.  The  elevation  of  the  RNA/ACEC  is  approximately 
5,000  feet. 

Foster  Flat  RNA/ACEC  will  be  designated  to  represent  one  natural  area  cell  in  the  Basin  and  Range  Province  described  in  the  Oregon 
Natural  Heritage  Plan  (1988)  as: 

1 9.   Silver  sagebrush/Nevada  bluegrass  community 

This  community  is  found  in  playas  throughout  the  Great  Basin  in  sites  which  are  flooded  for  a  period  of  months  during  the  winter  and 
early  spring  but  which  dry  up  rapidly  as  the  weather  warms.  Foster  Flat  covers  a  large  area  that  is  essentially  devoid  of  topographic 
relief  and  is  dominated  by  silver  sagebrush.  The  silver  sagebrush/Nevada  bluegrass  community  covers  approximately  800  acres 
in  the  central  portion  of  the  playa  area.  At  slightly  lower  elevation  on  the  playa  is  a  silver  sagebrush/rush  community  which  stays  wetter 
longer  than  the  Nevada  bluegrass  association.  The  slightly  higher  elevation  areas  of  the  playa  contain  silver  sagebrush/green 
rabbitbrush.  There  are  also  areas  of  basin  wildrye,  creeping  wildrye  or  silver  sagebrush  with  no  understory.  It  is  ringed  by  a  slightly 
raised  rim  that  is  dominated  by  greasewood  and  big  sagebrush. 

The  primary  management  goal  of  the  Foster  Flat  RNA/ACEC  is  to  the  manage  the  area  to  preserve  the  characteristics  of  the 
ecosystem  and  to  provide  areas  for  ecological  studies,  monitoring  and  research,  and  education.  The  primary  management  action 
which  will  be  undertaken  to  aid  in  the  attainment  of  this  goal  will  be  the  construction  of  perimeter  boundary  fencing.  The  perimeter 
boundary  fence  will  be  constructed  to  allow  livestock  and  wild  horses  to  access  the  water  source  in  the  northwestern  corner  of  Foster 
Flat.  Access  to  the  unimproved  dirt  roads  within  the  RNA/ACEC  may  be  limited  by  const  ruction  of  this  fence.  Aseparate  management 
plan  will  be  written  for  this  RNA/ACEC  subsequent  to  the  ROD.  This  management  plan  will  be  comprehensive  in  nature  and  reflect 
the  allowable  uses/use  constraints  shown  in  Appendix  1 ,  Table  1 6  and  the  procedures  and  monitoring  discussed  in  the  management 
decision. 

Legal  Description  of  Site: 

Foster  Flat  RNA/ACEC: 

Willamette  Meridian: 

T.  29  S.,  R.  29  E.,Sec.  34,  NE1/4SE1/4  and  S1/2SE1/4; 
Sec.  35,  NW1/4SW1/4  and  S1/2SW1/4. 
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T.  30  S.,  R.  29  E.,Sec.  2,  Lots  3  and  4,  S1/2NW1/4, 

SW1/4,  NW1/4SE1/4  and  S1/2SE1/4; 
Sec.    3,  Lots  1  and  2,  S1/2N1/2  and  S1/2; 
Sec.     4,  SE1/4NE1/4  and  NE1/4SE1/4; 
Sec.  10,  E1/2  and  NE1/4NW1/4; 
Sec.  11,  All; 
Sec.  14,  N1/2; 
Sec.  15,  NE1/4NE1/4. 

The  area  described  aggregates  2,690  acres  more  or  less. 

Dry  Mountain  RNA/ACEC  Addition 

The  BLM's  proposed  Dry  Mountain  RNA/ACEC  is  located  in  Harney  County  approximately  28  miles  west  of  Burns,  Oregon,  and  1 0 
miles  north  of  Highway  20  adjacent  to  the  Ochoco  National  Forest  boundary  on  Dry  Mountain.  It  is  in  Claw  Creek  Allotment  (No.  701 0). 
The  proposed  RNA/ACEC  is  2,084  acres  in  size.  The  elevation  of  the  RNA/ACEC  is  approximately  4,700  to  5,800  feet. 

Ochoco  National  Forest  currently  has  a  Dry  Mountain  RNA  proposed  in  the  draft  Forest  Plan.  The  USDA-FS  proposed  Dry  Mountain 
RNA  and  the  BLM's  proposed  addition  are  located  in  the  transition  zone  between  the  Ochoco,  Blue  and  Wallowa  Mountains  Province 
and  the  Basin  and  Range  Province.  The  proposed  BLM  and  USDA-FS  Dry  Mountain  RNA/ACEC  would  fill  a  number  of  natural  area 
cells  as  described  in  the  Oregon  Natural  Heritage  Plan  (1 988)  for  the  Ochoco,  Blue  and  Wallowa  Province  including: 

3.  Western  juniper/big  sagebrush  community. 

7.  Ponderosa  pine/bitterbrush-mountain  mahogany/sedge  community. 

33.  Big  sagebrush/bunchgrass  community  outside  forest  zone. 

41.  Mountain  mahogany/bunchgrass. 

The  proposed  RNA/ACEC  also  fills  one  natural  area  cell  for  the  Basin  and  Range  Province  described  as: 

1 .    Ponderosa  pine  savanna. 

The  BLM  RNA/ACEC  addition  contains  major  portions  of  the  pine-juniper  and  pine-mahogany  types  as  well  as  all  of  the  mountain 
mahogany  community  and  the  complete  sagebrush  steppe  transition  zone.  The  Ochoco  National  Forest's  proposed  RNA  represents 
a  ponderosa  pine/bunchgrass  type  with  extensions  into  western  juniper  and  big  sagebrush  and  mountain  mahogany  types.  The 
USDA-FS  proposed  RNA  encompasses  the  higher  elevations  of  the  forest-sagebrush  transition  zone  while  the  BLM  proposed  RNA/ 
ACEC  provides  good  representation  of  the  lower  elevations  of  the  forest-sagebrush  steppe  transition  which  creates  a  total  RNA/ 
ACEC  with  more  diversity. 

BLM's  proposed  Dry  Mountain  RNA/ACEC  also  contains  180  acres  which  have  been  removed  from  the  commercial  forest  timber 
base  as  ponderosa  pine  old  growth  management  areas.  These  stands  are  located  in  Sections  3  and  1 0  of  the  proposed  RNA/ACEC. 
The  old  growth  stands  contain  an  overstory  consisting  of  old  and  large  ponderosa  pine  trees  with  a  40-70  percent  crown  closure. 
The  understorycontainssmaller  ponderosa  pine  trees,  many  species  of  shrubs  and  other  herbaceous  species.  Management  of  these 
areas  will  be  to  enhance  existing  old  growth  characteristics  and  to  promote  continued  succession  toward  old  growth.  Examples  of 
management  actions  which  may  occur  to  promote  old  growth  characteristics  include  stand  manipulation  forthe  maintenance  of  stand 
structure,  a  desired  species  composition  or  a  desired  snag  density.  Management  of  the  old  growth  stands  will  be  in  conjunction  with 
the  RNA/ACEC  if  designated. 

The  primary  management  goal  of  the  proposed  Dry  Mountain  RNA/ACEC  is  to  manage  the  area  to  preserve  all  the  ecosystems  in 
a  condition  where  they  can  provide  areas  for  ecological  studies,  monitoring,  and  research,  and  education.  At  the  current  time,  it  is 
felt  that  perimeter  boundary  fencing  will  not  be  necessary  in  order  to  achieve  this  goal.  Utilization  of  the  area  by  livestock  is  light  due 
to  steepness  of  terrain  and  lack  of  water  sources.  Water  development  or  timber  harvest  in  adjoining  areas  may  change  livestock 
utilization  patterns  and  necessitate  the  construction  of  some  boundary  fences.  Low  quality  unimproved  dirt  roads  exist  within  the 
RNA/ACEC.  These  will  remain  open  to  public  use.  A  separate  management  plan  will  be  written  for  this  RNA/ACEC  subsequent  to 
the  ROD.  This  management  plan  will  be  comprehensive  in  nature  and  reflect  the  allowable  uses/use  constraints  shown  in  Appendix 
1 ,  Table  1 6  and  the  procedures  and  monitoring  discussed  in  the  management  decision.  Additionally,  allowable  uses/use  constraints 
and  management  goals  for  old  growth  areas  shown  in  Tables  2.9  and  2.1 0  as  they  are  applicable  to  the  Dry  Mountain  stands  will 
also  be  incorporated  into  the  RNA/ACEC  Management  Plan. 

Legal  Description  of  Site: 

Dry  Mountain  RNA/ACEC: 
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Willamette  Meridian: 

T.  22  S.,  R.  26  E.,  Sec.  3,  All; 

Sec.  4,  SE1/4; 

Sec.  9,  E1/2andE1/2SW1/4; 

Sec.  10,  N 1/2; 

Sec.  16,  E1/2; 

Sec.  22,  NE1/4,  E1/2NW1/4  and  NW1/4NW1/4. 

The  area  described  aggregates  2,084  acres  more  or  less. 

Biscuitroot  Cultural  ACEC 

The  proposed  Biscuitroot  Cultural  ACEC  of  6,500  total  acres  is  located  approximately  27  miles  east  of  Burns,  Oregon,  and  includes 
two  associated  parcels,  both  of  which  are  transected  by  Highway  20.  These  two  parcels,  which  aggregate  approximately  2, 1 70  acres 
and  4,330  acres,  are  in  the  vicinity  of  Stinkingwater  Pass  and  are  primarily  oriented  north-south,  following  major  ridgeline  trends  in 
the  Stinkingwater  Mountains.  The  elevation  of  the  proposed  ACEC  ranges  from  4,280  to  4,995  feet.  Access  is  afforded  by  high 
standard  gravel  roads  and  by  unimproved  dirt  roads  linked  to  county  and  state  road  systems. 

The  general  location  of  the  Biscuitroot  Cultural  ACEC  is  on  a  plateau  northeast  of  Harney  Valley.  This  locality  is  a  fault  block  mountain 
near  the  juncture  of  three  major  physiographic  provinces,  the  Blue  Mountains,  the  Owyhee  Uplands,  and  the  Basin  and  Range.  The 
plateau  is  characterized  by  basalt  flows,  rimrock,  gentle  to  steeply  sloping  uplands,  and  scablands  with  bare  rock  or  a  thin  soil  mantle. 

Soils  in  the  ACEC  are  generally  shallow,  well  drained,  loams  and  clayey  loams  that  are  stony,  frigid,  and  xeric.  The  Stinkingwater 
fault  blockformsadivide,  with  runoff  tothe  west  draining  into  the  Harney  Basin  and  other  waters  flowing  into  the  Malheur  River  system. 
Generally,  the  ACEC  has  little  surface  water  available  other  than  from  a  few  ephemeral  drainages,  such  as  Little  Pine  Creek, 
McMullen  Creek,  and  other  unnamed  seasonal  streams,  although  springs  are  found  on  sloping  rocky  uplands  above  Little  Pine  Creek. 

The  ACEC  features  open,  stiff  sage/bunchgrass  vegetation  communities,  with  scattered  juniper  groves  and  perennial  forbs  that 
include  several  edible  plants  that  are  culturally  valuable  to  Native  American  traditionalists. 

For  generations,  Native  Americans  have  used  localities  in  and  around  the  Biscuitroot  Cultural  ACEC  in  the  Stinkingwater  Mountains 
for  harvesting  root  crops  such  as  Biscuitroot  (Lomatium  spp.),  bitterroot  (Lewisia  rediviva),  wild  onions  (Allium  spp.),  and  other 
species  (e.g.  Perideridia  bolanderi,  Fritillaria  pudica)  during  late  spring.  Indian  people  from  surrounding  regions  who  came  here  to 
occupy  dry  camps  among  the  large  juniper  trees,  dig  roots,  and  socialize  included  the  Harney  Valley  Paiute,  Warm  Springs  Indians, 
Bannocks,  Shoshones,  Umatillas,  Yakimas,  Suprise  Valley  Paiutes,  and  Northern  Nevada  Paiutes.  (Couture,  1978;  Couture, 
Housley,  and  Ricks,  1986)  Root  harvesting  was  an  integral  feature  of  aboriginal  culture  in  the  Northern  Great  Basin  and  Plateau 
regions  (Toepel,  Willingham,  and  Minor,  1 979),  where  roots  were  intensively  exploited  during  annual  root  camps  of  numerous  small 
family-based  groups  with  attendant  social  interactions. 

These  plant  resources  have  great  value  to  contemporary  Native  Americans  as  a  cultural  resource  because  their  continued  use  is 
one  of  the  few  traditional  activities  that  is  still  practiced.  The  seasonal  and  social  aspects  of  this  activity  persist  to  this  day.  The 
particular  localities  where  the  target  plant  species  are  harvested  provide  a  significant  source  of  root  crops,  offering  not  only  nutrition 
but  also  an  important  cash  crop  for  trade  among  Indian  people  Couture,  1978). 

Not  all  "root"  fields  in  the  general  region  are  harvested.  The  high  quality  and  quantity  of  roots  available  in  these  root  zones  is 
noteworthy  and  could  not  be  replaced  by  shifting  use  to  other  less  preferred  areas,  especially  since  the  preferred  fields  have,  in  effect, 
been  "cultivated"  by  the  long  tenure  of  aboriginal  harvest  practices.  Moreover,  particular  campsites  here  are  reutilized  by  families 
repeatedly.  In  recent  years,  the  ACEC  area  has  been  utilized  by  Indian  people  from  Burns,  Warm  Springs,  and  Owyhee,  Oregon; 
Yakima,  Washington;  Fort  Hall,  Idaho;  Fort  Bidwell,  California  and  Fort  McDermitt,  Nevada. 

The  primary  management  goal  of  the  Biscuitroot  Cultural  ACEC  is  to  ensure  the  opportunity  to  continue  the  traditional  practices  of 
root  gathering  by  contemporary  Native  Americans  in  these  localities  used  by  generations  of  Indian  people.  This  will  be  accomplished 
by  protecting  the  habitats  of  culturally  important  plants  and  by  minimizing  any  conflicts  posed  by  competing  land  uses. 

This  resource  and  its  cultural  use  is  sensitive  to  certain  other  local  land  uses,  primarily  gravel  pit  activities  (concurrent  use  is  not 
desirable;  pit  expansion  is  a  threat)  and  livestock  grazing  (excessive  congregation  causes  soil  compaction;  drought  year  foraging 
on  cultural  plants).  Additionally,  the  potential  for  increased  Native  American  use  pressure  in  the  future  could  affect  the  quality  and 
quantity  of  the  available  root  crop. 

The  primary  management  actions  which  will  be  undertaken  to  attain  the  management  goal  will  be  the  cessation  of  gravel  pit  activities 
upon  lease  expiration,  and  restrictions  on  the  use  of  ORVs.  New  surface  disturbances,  plant  habitat  modifications,  and  cattle- 
congregating  practices  (e.g.,  salting,  turning  out,  etc.)  will  be  prohibited  within  the  ACEC.  A  separate  management  plan  will  be 
developed  for  the  ACEC  subsequent  to  the  ROD.  This  plan  will  be  comprehensive  in  nature  and  reflect  the  allowable  uses  and 
constraints  shown  in  Appendix  1 ,  Table  16  and  the  procedures  noted  in  the  management  decision. 
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Table  15.  Descriptions  of  Existing  and  Proposed  ACECs  (continued) 

Legal  Description  of  Site: 

Biscuitroot  Cultural  ACEC: 

Willamette  Meridian: 

T.  21  S.,  R.  34  E.,  Sec.  27,  All; 

Sec.  32,  That  portion  east  of  County  Road  No.  RR1-85; 
Sec.  33,  All; 
Sec.  34,  All. 

T.  22  S.,  R.  33  E.,  Sec.  12,  All. 

T.  22  S.,  R.  34  E.,  Sec.  4,  All; 
Sec.  6,  All; 
Sec.  7,  All; 
Sec.  9,  All; 
Sec.  16,  All; 
Sec.  18,  Lot  1,  Lot  2,  E1/2NW1/4and  N1/2NE1/4. 

The  area  described  aggregates  6,500  acres  more  or  less. 

Kiger  Mustang  ACEC 

The  proposed  Kiger  Mustang  ACEC  is  located  approximately  50  miles  southeast  of  Burns,  Oregon,  on  the  northern  foothills  of  the 
Steens  Mountain.  It  is  characterized  by  open  sagebrush  hills  with  juniper-covered  ridges  and  numerous  springs  and  one  perennial 
stream,  Smyth  Creek.  The  proposed  Kiger  Mustang  ACEC  is  64,639  acres  in  size.  It  is  in  the  Kiger  Allotment  (No.  5303),  Smyth  Creek 
Allotment  (No.  5307),  Happy  Valley  Allotment  (No.  5309)  and  Burnt  Flat  Allotment  (No.  5313).  The  elevation  ranges  from 
approximately  4,400  to  6,800  feet. 

The  wild  horses  that  exist  in  the  proposed  Kiger  Mustang  ACEC  are  an  important  historic  and  cultural  value,  as  they  represent  a 
genetic  heritage  that  originated  from  some  of  the  Spanish  Mustangs  introduced  by  European  explorers.  This  area  provides  a  good 
location  for  preserving  the  primitive  markings  and  features  these  wild  horses  exhibit.  Adequate  water  and  forage  are  present  to  meet 
the  year-round  needs  of  the  wild  horses.  The  two  separate  portions  of  the  ACEC  provide  protection  for  the  Kiger  Mustang's  unique 
characteristics,  should  something  happen  to  one  of  the  herds.  The  current  herd  management  levels  of  84  minimum  and  1 38  maximum 
animals  gives  adequate  flexibility  for  maintaining  a  large,  healthy  gene  pool  of  their  special  characteristics. 

The  primary  management  goal  of  the  Kiger  Mustang  ACEC  is  to  perpetuate  and  protect  the  dun  factor  color  and  conformation 
characteristics  of  the  wild  horses  present  in  the  Kiger  and  Riddle  Mountain  Herd  Management  Areas.  These  wild  horses  also  provide 
a  unique  and  valuable  opportunity  for  education,  research  and  other  public  values.  A  separate  management  plan  will  be  written  for 
this  ACEC  subsequent  to  the  ROD.  The  management  plan  will  be  comprehensive  in  nature  and  reflect  the  allowable  uses/use 
constraints  shown  in  Appendix  1 ,  Table  16  and  the  procedures  and  monitoring  discussed  in  the  management  decision. 

Livestock  use  by  three  operators  will  continue  as  a  viable  and  compatible  activity  in  the  area.  The  use  by  both  livestock  and  wild  horses 
will  be  adjusted  with  all  resources  so  to  provide  for  a  thriving  natural  ecological  balance  in  the  area  as  required  by  the  Wild  Free- 
Roaming  Horse  and  Burro  Act  of  1 971 .  A  viewing  area  and  interpretive  signs  will  provide  the  public  an  opportunity  to  see,  study  and 
learn  more  about  these  wild  horses. 

Legal  Description  of  Site: 

Kiger  Mustang  ACEC: 

The  ACECs  western  unit  is  described  as  follows: 

The  pasture  boundary  of  the  Yank  Springs  Pasture  and  the  Swamp  Creek  Pasture  in  the  Kiger  Allotment  (No.  5308),  excluding  the 
Ham  Brown  Field  (private). 

The  entire  Smyth  Creek  Allotment  (No.  5307)  boundary,  excluding  the  Shepard  Springs,  Duncan  and  Connelly  Fields,  which  are  all 
private. 

The  pasture  boundary  of  the  North  Big  Hill  Field  and  the  South  Big  Hill  Field  of  the  Happy  Valley  Allotment  (No.  5309). 
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Table  15.  Descriptions  of  Existing  and  Proposed  ACECs  (continued) 

The  ACECs  eastern  unit  is  described  as  follows: 

The  pasture  boundary  of  the  Louie  Hughes  Pasture  and  the  Oreana  Pasture  in  the  Burnt  Flat  Allotment  (No.  5313),  excluding  the 
Cold  Springs  Field  and  Tommie's  Place  Pasture. 

Excluding  all  unfenced  private  lands  within  the  above  described  areas. 

The  areas  described  aggregate  64,639  acres  more  or  less. 
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Table  17.  Federal  Register  Notice 


i3vi 


Federal  Register  /  Vol.  52,  No.  34  /Friday.  February  20.  1987  /  Notices 


Aon 


OR-O2O-07-4333-10:  GP7-1231 

Oregon;  Off-Highway  Vehicle 
Designation 

agency:  Bureau  of  Land  Management, 
Interior.  ■[■  .-•'- 

action:  Bums  District  Office:  Notice 
given  relating  to  off-highway  motorized 
vehicle  use  on  public  lands. 


summary:  Notice  is  hereby  given 
relating  to  the  use  of  off-highway 
vehicles  on  public  lands  in  accordance 
.  with  the  authority  and  requirements  of 
Executive  Orders  11644  and  11989.  and 
regulations  contained  in  43  CFR  Part  - 
i8340.-,;v^*-?b.. 
r .'■:*  The  following  lands  under  the 
%  administration  of  the  Bureau  of  Land    .  ■ 
{'Management  are  designated  as  closed.  . 
^limited,  under  Interim  Management  -'£  - 
^Policy  and  Guidelines  for  Lands  under  V 
.?  Wilderness  Review,  or  open  to  "off-, 
r  highway  motor  vehicle  use. 
-   The  area  affected  by  the  designations 
is  the  Burns  District,  which  includes   -  - 
3344,612  acres  of  public  lands  in  the  ., 
Three-Rivers  and  Andrews  Resource ' '.-"' 
Areas  located  in  Grant  and  Harney 
Counties,  Oregon^:--  r^J&v  ."..  ■ 

■#^Theae  designations  are  a  result  of     .."::  ' 
^resource  management  decisions  made  in 
.:  existing  Management  Framework  Plans 
i  and  analyzed  in  several  grazing 
?■  Environmental/Impact  Statements.     . 
;  These  designations  are  published  as    .  _ 
'final  until  such  time  that  changes  in    •  - 
■J"  respurce^mahagement  warrant  r 
:  modifications.'^  ',"' 

:  Ai  Closed  Designations "•f-;fj..- 

_^  Areas  which^are  closed  to  off-highway 
matbj^ehTdeJiise  comprise  9,930  acrecrL 
Onearea,  South  Narrows  (160  acresjT-^ 

tbas  been  designated  closed'prior  to  this  5 

jNpticelThe  following  areas  are  ...  .    $si; 

v  designated  closed  to  motorized  vehicle 
use  to  protect  resource  and  scenic 
values:  :«;■  :•.-..'■  .-.•--  - ^>-.-~-  ■: 


Malheur  River— Blue  Bucket  Creek  _' '  2,080 

Squaw  Lake : ; 6^00 

Hat  Butte — ;_. — __ "  30 

Windy  Point _  2S0 

Devine  Canyon _ .  1,040 


B.  Limited  Designations 

1.  Wilderness  Study  Areas  (WSAs) 

Wilderness  Study  Areas.  (WSAs) 
comprising  829,995  acres  will  be 
managed  in  accordance  with  the 
nonimpairment  criteria  of  Wilderness 
Interim  Management  Policy  which 
allows  off-highivay  vehicle  use  to 
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continue  in  the  manner  and  degree  on 
ways  and  trails  where  such  use  was 
occurring  on  October  21. 197a  The  only 
exception  to  this  would  be  the 
designation  of  future  cross-country 
travel  m  specific  sand  dune,  plajoand 
snow  areas  providing  that  such  use  does 
not  impair  wilderness  character. 

The  limited  vehicle  use  designation 
will  remain  in  effect  until  Congressional 
release  of  WSAs.  or  if  actual  or 
unforeseeable  use  levels  cause  the 
nonimpairment  criteria  to  be  violated,  in 
which  case  more  restrictive  designations 
may  be  made.     - 

The  following  Wilderness  Study 
Areas  are  designated  as  limited  to  off- 
highway  motorized  vehicle  use  under 
Wilderness  Interim  Management  Policy: 


WSA 
Unit  No. 


2-23L 
2-23M 
2-72C 

2-720 
2-72F 
2-721 
2-72J 
2-73A 
2-73H 
2-74 
2-77 
2-78 
2-81 
2-82 
2-83 
2-84 
-2-85F- 
— 2^85G 

.2-85H 
2-86E 
2-86F 
2-87 
2-98A 

2-98C 

2-980 

2-103 
1-146 
3-152 
3-153 


WSA  Name 


Malheur  River/Blue 
Bucket  Creek. 

Stonehouse 

Lower  Stonehouse  _ 
Sheepshead 
Mountains. 

Wildcat  Canyon 

Heath  Lake 

Table  Mountain 

West  Peak 


Winter  Range 

Alvord  Desert 

Mahogany  Ridge_ 

Red  Mountain 

Pueblo  Mountains. 
Rincon 


Alvord  Peak 

Basque  Hills 

High  Steens 

South  Fork  Conner 

und  BMzen  River. 

Home  Creek 


Little  Blitzen  Gorge. 
Bridge  Creek ._ 


Pme  Creek  (Strawberry 

Mtns). 
Sheep  Gulch 

(Strawberry  Mtns). 
Indian  Creek  (Straw. 

Mtns). 

Aldrich  Mountain 

Hawk  Mountain 

Willow  Creek 

Disaster  Peak 


Acres  in 
Bums 
District 


1  3.480 

1 14.825 
8.090 
23.790 

8.730 
20.520 

"40.592 

8.535 

22^40 

.15,440 
97.165 
27.940 
16.215 
72.090 

100.445 
16.825 
70.600 

369,740 

»37.555 

»  26.590 

'54,280 

*  9.400 

'14.545 

200 

720 

208 

9.395 
25.380 
2.140 
3.740 


Z  Lands  Other  than  Wilderness  Study 
Areas  (WSAs) 

Lands  other  than  WSAs  which  have 
some  type  of  limited  designation 
comprise  148,843  acres.  These  areas  are 
limited,  in  most  cases,  to  use  of 
motorized  vehicles  on  designated, 
existing  roads  and  trails.  However, 
other  limitations  may  be  imposed,  such 
as  use  during  certain  time  periods, 
certain  types  of  vehicles,  or  certain  off- 
highway  vehicle  activities. 

One  area.  Steens  Mountain 
Recreation  Lands,  including  a  parcel  of 
land  adjacent  to  the  west  boundary  for  a 
total  of  164.912  acres,  was  previously 
designated  in  September.  198a  and 
limits  use  of  motorized  vehicles  to 
designated,  existing  roads  and  trails. 
This  area  is  not  included  in  this  Notice. 

The  following  areas  are  designated 
limited  to  motorized  vehicle  use  on 
designated,  existing  roads  and  trails: 


Steens  Mountain  Recreation 
Lands  additional  acreage  from 
land  exchanges 

Little    Blitzen    Research    Natural 


These  designations  "become  effective 
upon  publication  in  the  Federal  Register 
and  will  remain  in  effect  until  rescinded 
or  modified  by  the  Burns  District 
Manager.  Information  and  maps  of  areas 
with  open,  closed  and  limited     " 
designations  are  available  at  the  Bureau 
of  Land  Management  Bums  District 
Office.  74  South  Alvord.  Burns.  Oregon 
97720.  Telephone  (503)  573-S241. 

Dated:  February  12. 1987. 
Joshua  L.  Wtrburton, 
District  Manager. 
fFR  Doc.  87-3S93  Filed  2-9-97;  8:45  am] 


Area    (RNA)/Area    of   Critical 
Environmental  Concern  (ACEC)_ 

Little  Wildhoree  RNA/ACEC 

South  Fork  Willow  Creek  RNA/ 

ACEC— 

Rooster  Comb  RNA-ACEC 


East  Kiger  Plateau  RNA/ACEC. 

SUver  Creek  RNA/ACEC 

Pueblo  Foothills  RNA/ACEC— 

Turn  Turn  Lake  RNA/ACEC 

Long  Draw  RNA/ACEC 

Mickey  Basin  RNA/ACEC 

Alvord  Desert  ACEC - 

Borax  Lake  ACEC - 

^Alvord-Peak-ACEC— — -  ,-■-■;-,•,.., 


■2^39 
»240 


»720 

•1.240 

040 

2^20 

L522 

440 

560 

16700 


^4.700^- 

4.000 
*50^00 


Picket  Rim  ACEC 

South  Steens  ACEC. 

Diamond     Craters     Outstanding 

Natural  Area/ACEC . 16.658 

Warm  Springs  Reservoir  23.811 

:f  Oregon  DepL  of  Fish  &  Wildlife 

hunting  areas  _ 49.652 


or  StcdM  MouaUla    ) 
ofScp- 


1  WSA  2-14:  Additional  2.080  acres  dosed 
by  prior  management  decision. 

*  WSA  2-23U  Additional  6.500  acres  ctosed 
by  prior  management  decision. 

3  The  following  WSAs  have  acreages  within 
the  established  boundaries  of  the  Sleens 
Mountain  vehicle  management  designation  of 
September.  1980.  which  is  consistent  wrth  Wil- 
derness IMP:  2-85F.  57.650  acres;  2-85  G. 
19.005  acres;  2-85H.  22  acres:  2-86E.  ALL; 
2-86F.  ALU  2-87.  8.585  acres. 


boa  of  Scotetnbcf  30.  Uaa 

C  Open  Designations 

Areas  which  are  designated  open  to 
-off-highway  motor  vehicle  use  comprise 
2.390.772  acres.  Much  of  the  district's 
land  topography  naturally  limits  off-    .;_" 
highway  motor  vehicle  use.  Open  ~ 

designation  was  determined  to  be 
appropriate  as  off-highway  use  of 
motorized  vehicles  is  essential  to 
conduct  the  management  and  authorized 
utilization  of  resource  values. ....    _. 
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Table  19.  Projected  Recreation  Visits  to  BLM  Administered  Lands  in  the  Three  Rivers  RA  for 
the  Years  2000  and  2010. 


OREGON  PROJECT        BASE  PERIOD 
RMIS  CATEGORIES   NORPS    ACTIVITIES,  REG.  11  (1)         VISITS  (2) 


PROJECTED  REC  VISITS 

FOR  THE  YEAR  2000  (3) 

LOW     MODERATE 


OJECTED  REC  VISITS 

OR  THE  YEAR  2010  (3) 

LOW        MODERATE 


1       ORV  TRAVEL 


OTHER  MOTORIZED 
NONMOTORIZED 


4  CAMPING  VISITS 

5  HUNTING  VISITS 

6  OTHER  LAND-BASED 

7  FISHING  VISITS 

8  BOATING  VISITS  (4) 

9  OTHER  WATER-BASED 

10  WINTER  SPORTS 

11  SNOWMOBILING  VISITS 


38  MOTORCYCLING  OFF-ROAD         5300 

39  ATVDRIVING(3&4WHL) 

40  4-WHL  VEHICLES  OFF-ROAD 

46    SIGHTSEEING/EXPLORING  7650 

22   DAY  HIKING/TRAIL  2120 

24  O'NIGHT  HIKING  -  ON  TRAIL 

25  ONIGHT  HIKING -NO  TRAIL 

42  BICYCLING  -  ON  ROAD 

43  BICYCLING  -  OFF  ROAD 

44  HORSEBACK  RIDING 

26  CLIMBING/MOUNTAINEERING 

27  REC.  VEHIC.  CAMPING  34100 

28  TENT  CAMPING/MOTOR  VEHIC. 

30  ORGAN.  GROUP  CAMPING 

31  HORSE  CAMPING/PACKSTOCK 

32  HORSE  CAMPING 


48  HUNTING  BIG  GAME 

49  BOW  HUNTING 

50  HUNTING/  UNLAND  GAME 

19  NATURE  STUDY/WLDLF.  OBS. 

20  OUTDOOR  PHOTO. 

21  VISITING  INTERP./DISPLAYS 
45  PICNICKING 

1  FISHING  FROM  BOAT 

2  FISHING  FROM  BANK/DOCK 


6250 


6017 


8332 
2465 


6623 


9148 
2999 


38564  43890 


6380 


6628 


24390 


6944 


9232 
2962 


44233 


6652 


25207 


8742 


11435 
4927 


61700 


7092 


35609 


13  RIVER  -  NONMOTORIZED 

14  LAKE  -  NONMOTORIZED 

15  LAKE  -  POWERBOATING 

890 

1923 

1967 

8  SWIMMING/WADING 

9  WATERSKIING 

1010 

1050 

1102 

36  CROSS-COUNTRY  SKIING 

37  SLEDDING/SNOWPLAY 

1700 

1881 

2081 

33    SNOWMOBILING 

1300 

1423 

1515 

1571 


1812 


(1 )  SOURCE  -  ACTIVITIES  BY  SUMMARY  TABLE  NUMBER  IN  THE  PACIFIC  NW  OUTDOOR  RECREATION  CONSUMPTION  PROJECTION 

STUDY, 
OREGON  STATE  UNIVERSITY,  JAN.,  1989  FOR  SCORP  REGION  1 1  (INCLUDING  LAKE,  HARNEY  AND  MALHEUR  COUNTIES). 

(2)  SOURCE  -  BLM  RECREATION  MANAGEMENT  INFORMATION  SYSTEM,  BURNS  DISTRICT. 

(3)  CALCULATED  FROM  THE  BASE  PERIOD  FIGURES  USING  THE  AVERAGE  ANNUAL  GROWTH  RATES  FOR  EACH  RMIS  CATEGORY  AS 

SHOWN  IN  TABLE  18. 
PROJECTIONS  FOR  BOATING  VISITS  AT  CHICKAHOMINY  RESERVOIR  CALCULATED  USING  PERCENT  CHANGE  FOR  LAKE,  POWER 

BOATING  ACTIVITY  ONLY. 
BOATING  VISITS  FOR  WARM  SPRINGS  RESERVOIR  ARE  COUNTED  BY  THE  BUREAU  OF  RECLAMATION,  THE  MANAGING  AGENCY  FOR 

THAT  AREA. 
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Table  20.  Gold  Development  Scenarios 


With  the  increased  activity  associated  with  gold  mining  in  the  Vale  District  (to  the  east  of  the  planning  area)  and  in  northern  Nevada 
(to  the  south  of  the  planning  area),  and  with  increased  claim  staking  activity  in  the  RA  over  the  past  year,  it  was  determined  that 
generalized  gold  mining  scenarios  should  be  included.  One  such  scenario  has  been  previously  developed  for  the  Proposed  National 
Historic  Oregon  Trail  Interpretive  Center  at  Flagstaff  Hill  Decision  Record  and  Environmental  Assessment,  appendix  H  (BLM,  1 988). 
Another  gold  mining  scenario  that  should  be  considered  is  one  similar  to  the  recently  proposed  Grassy  Mountain  Mine  in  northern 
Malheur  County,  Oregon.  This  scenario  would  be  fairly  typical  of  gold  mining  operations  in  eastern  Oregon  that  use  cyanide,  although 
it  is  smaller  than  most  operations  in  Nevada.  While  both  of  these  scenarios  are  based  on  BLM  experience  in  the  field,  individual 
operations  would  be  expected  to  vary  somewhat.  Approval  of  mine  development  plans  would  require  sufficient  mitigation  measures 
to  address  concerns  such  as  reclamation,  neutralization,  sensitive  resource  values  protection,  etc.  Both  scenarios  have  been 
included  for  illustrative  purposes  only. 

Mineral  Development  Scenario  for  the  Flagstaff  Hill  Mine 

The  attached  scenario  is  based  on  the  assumption  that  a  potential  ore  body  could  be  worked  by  either  surface  mining  and  cyanide 
heap  leaching,  or  by  underground  mining  associated  with  agitation  cyanide  milling.  Actual  extraction  might  involve  elements  of  both 
or  use  of  a  different  milling  technology.  Open  pit  mining  and  heap  leaching  would  permit  recovery  of  a  larger  low  grade  (about  0.1 
oz  gold/ton)  deposit  assumed  to  be  on  the  order  of  6  million  tons  (100  feet  wide  x  500  feet  deep  x  1 ,500  feet  long),  while  higher 
extractive  costs  of  underground  recovery  would  limit  mining  to  a  smaller  amount  of  higher  grade  ore  (about  0.3  oz  gold/ton)  on  the 
order  of  400,000  tons  (5  feet  wide  x  1 ,000  feet  deep  x  1 ,000  feet  long).  These  reserve  values  were  chosen  to  be  generally  consistent 
with  mineral  deposit  models  described  in  our  July  26, 1 988  report  on  the  "Mineral  Potential  of  the  Flagstaff  Hill  Area,  Baker  County, 
Oregon." 

Economic  projections  for  open  pit  development  are  represented  as  a  range  bounded  by  estimates  based  on  the  Bureau  of  Mines 
IC  9070,  "Gold  Availability",  and  the  Mining  Cost  Service  1 988  cost  model  for  a  2,000  ton  per  day  mine  with  a  4:1  stripping  ratio.  Back 
calculation  of  direct  employment,  based  on  these  sources,  agrees  fairly  well  with  available  information  reviewed  by  the  staff  for  other 
western  U.S.  open  pit/cyanide  leach  operations  with  greater  than  5  million  tons  of  reported  reserves. 

This  mineral  development  scenario  was  prepared  strictly  for  the  benefit  of  BLM  land  use  planning  to  assess  possible  employment 
association  with  operation  of  a  mine  at  Flagstaff  Hill  and  environmental  assessment.  This  scenario  should  not  be  used  for  any  other 
purpose.  It  is  based  on  possible  future  discoveries  and  not  on  the  presence  of  known  deposits.  The  scenario  does  not  include 
employment  during  the  development  and  start  up  phases  of  the  projected  mine(s).  It  envisions  two  mine  development  possibilities 
or  combinations: 

1 .  Open  pit-mineable  deposit  of  about  6,000,000  tons  (100  feet  x  1 ,500  feet  x  500  feet)  with  a  grade  of  about  0.1  ounce  gold  per 
ton  to  be  recovered  by  heap  leach  techniques,  and 

2.  Underground-mineable  deposit  of  about  400,000  tons  (5  feet  x  1 ,000  feet  x  1 ,000  feet)  with  a  grade  of  about  0.3  ounce  gold  per 
ton  to  be  recovered  by  agitation  cyanide  leach  milling  techniques. 

In  addition  it  is  important  to  point  out  that  the  chances  of  any  mining  operation  occurring  at  the  site  are  in  the  range  of  1  in  5  to  1  in 
50,  based  on  our  professional  judgment  and  experience  in  observing  the  success  of  similar  properties. 

Average  hourly  wage  of  the  labor  is  taken  at  $13.89.  The  cost  of  labor  to  the  company  including  fringe  benefits  is  $150/day  per 
employee-shift.  Mine  life  is  assumed  to  be  10  years.  The  mill  is  operated  300  days  per  year  and  the  mine  250  days  per  year. 


1 .  Open  pit  and  Heap  Leach  Operations. 


Employees 


Mine  A 
Mine  B 


Mine  production 
Mill  production 
Heap  leach  recovery 
Stripping  ration  (tons  of 
waste  tons  of  ore 

2,400  tons/day 
2,000  tons/day 
75%  of  contained  gold 

4.0:1.0 

es 

Mine 

Mill                 Total 

Total 

Yearly 

Payroll 

(4) 

Other 

Yearly 

Costs 

($) 

Capital 
Costs 

($) 

133 
64 

29                    162 
31                      95 

5,800,000' 
3,400,000 

6,600,000 

25,000,000 
33,000,000 

Mine  A  from  Mining  cost  Service  Cost  Model  (1988). 

Mine  B  Primarily  from  data  in  U.S.  Bureau  of  Mines  IC  9070  (1986). 
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Table  20.  Gold  Development  Scenarios  (continued) 


2.  Underground  Mine  and  Agitation  Leach  Mill 


Mine  production 
(shrinkage  stop) 
Mill  production 


Employees 


Mine  A 


Mine 
62 


Mill 
9 


1 60  tons/day 
1 33  tons/day 

Total 

Yearly 

Payroll 

Total  ($) 

71    2,600,000 


Other 

Yearly 

Capital 

Costs 

Costs 

($) 

($) 

800,000 

12,000,000 

Mine  A  from  Mining  Cost  Service  Cost  Model  (1988) 
(projected  from  500  m  T/D  and  1 000  m  T/D  cost  models). 

Selected  data  for  Western  U.S.  open  pit  and  underground  mines  is  given  in  Table  1  for  general  comparison  with  projected  mine 
development. 

The  expected  economic  impacts  to  the  local  community  include  direct  and  indirect  employment,  nonwage/salary  purchases  by  the 
mine,  and  increases  in  the  assessed  property  evaluation.  The  capital  cost  of  construction  can  be  expected  to  approximate  the 
assessed  evaluation  of  the  mine  and  mill  for  property  tax  purposes,  but  does  not  include  a  value  for  inplace  ore  reserves.  Most  of 
the  nonpayroll  operating  expenses  are  likely  to  be  spent  in  the  local  community.  It  is  assumed  that  75  percent  of  actual  nonpayroll 
expenses  will  be  spent  in  the  community.  The  major  economic  impacts  of  the  mineral  development  scenario  are  summarized  below: 


Open  Pit  Mine 

Employment,  direct 
Payroll,  annual 
Purchases  in  local 
community,  annual 
Mine/Mill  Property  Value 
employment,  secondary 

Underground  Mine 

Employment,  direct 
Payroll,  annua! 
Purchases  in  local 
community,  annual 
Mine/Mill  Property  Value 
Employment,  secondary 


95-162  jobs 
$3.4-5.8  million 

$5.0  million  (assumed  75%  of  total) 
$25-33  million  (not  including  ore  reserves) 
95-234  jobs  (assumes  factor  of  1 .0  to  2.0) 


71  jobs 
$2.6  million 

$0.8  million  (assumes  75%  of  total) 
$12  million  (not  including  ore  reserves) 
71-142  jobs  (assumes  factor  of  1.0  to  2.0) 


While  the  scenario  assumes  a  1 0  year-life,  it  is  not  an  uncommon  experience  in  similar  mining  districts  for  additional  discoveries  to 
significantly  extend  mine  life. 

Mineral  Development  Scenario  for  Northern  Malheur  County 

Location:  25  miles  SW  of  Vale,  Oregon. 

Mine  Life:  10  years. 

Work  Force:  1 50-200  people. 

Local  Economy:  Projected  impact  is  400  new  jobs  (economic  multiplier  of  2). 

Reserves:  30-40  million  tons. 

Overburden:  60-80  million  tons. 

Heap  Leach  Ore:  10-30  million  tons. 

Production:  1  million  ounces  of  gold  and  silver. 

Disturbance:  1 ,1 00  acres. 

Ore  Processing:  Lower  grade  to  be  heap  leached.  Higher  grade  to  be  milled  (carbon-in-leach). 

Mining  Method:  Open  pit  (2)  and  possibly  underground. 

Mining  Rate:  65,000  tons/day  (ore  and  overburden). 

Operating  Hours:  24  hours  per  day,  7  days  per  week  throughout  the  year. 

Pit  Size:  Grassy  Mountain  pit:  2,300' diameter/1 ,000' deep  (83  acres). 

Crab  Grass  pit:  3,000'  x  2,000'  x  100'  deep  (110  acres). 

Heap  Pad  Size:  One  heap  leach  pad  covering  160  acres. 

Tailings  Pond:  One  pond  covering  1 24  acres  to  hold  2  to  5  million  tons. 

Liners:  Heap  pad,  pregnant  pond,  and  tailings  pond  will  be  lined  with  a  synthetic  liner. 

Neutralization:  Heap  pad  will  be  neutralized  after  mining. 

Ground  Water:  Water  quality  monitoring  wells  will  be  used  to  ensure  ground  water  does  not  become  contaminated. 

Reclamation:  Buildings  will  be  removed.  Waste  rock  piles,  heaps,  tailing  ponds,  and  other  disturbed  areas  will  be 
reshaped  and  then  revegetated  after  topsoil  is  replaced.  Pits  will  not  be  backfilled. 
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Index  to  Comment  Letters 


LETTER 

NUMBER 

COMMENTER 

t 

Oregon  Environmental  Council/Mary  Hanson 
Riddle  Ranch/Western  Range  Service,  Otleys,  Bailey 

2 

3 

Nature  Conservancy/Vander  Schaff,  Dick 

4 

Harney  Co.  Stockgrowers  Assoc./Mark  Doverspike 
National  Wildlife  Federation/Bruce  Apple 

5 

6 

Harney  Co.  Court/White,  Wallace,  Bentz 

7 

ODFW/Randy  Fisher/Darryl  Gowan 

8 

Otley,  Fred 

9 

Oregon  Trout/Kathleen  Simpson  Myron 

10 

Exec.  Dept./Clearinghouse/Streeter/Park  Rec.  Dept. 

11 

Audubon  Society  of  Portland/Linda  S.  Craig 

12 

Jensen,  Robert  &  Carol 

13 

ONRC/Tim  Lillebo 

14 

Goirogolzarri,  Javier 

15 

OPLAC/Frank  Vaughn 

16 

Native  Plant  Society  of  Oregon/Stuart  Garret 

17 

Shepardson,  Stanley 

18 

Cox,  Susan  E. 

19 

Shepherd,  James  &  Elia 
Bacnhuber,  Irene 

20 

21 

Surmann,  Paula 

22 

Burcomber,  David 

23 

Catterson,  Ethel 

24 

Corkran,  Charlotte 

25 

Decker,  Van  G. 

26 

Wales,  Diana 

27 

Siegner,  Pat  and  Monte 

28 

Harris,  Melanie 

29 

3  J  Cattle  Company/Jerry  Temple 

30 

Oregon  Farm  Bureau/Breese 

31 

Mickel,  Philip  M. 

32 

Voegtly,  Mr.  and  Mrs. 
Stoddart,  Lois  and  John 

33 

34 

Crow  Camp  Ranch/Stoddart,  John 

35 

Robertson,  J.W.  and  Carol 

36 

Same  as  Letter  35 

37 

Miller,  Don 

38 

Jenkins  Ranches/Jenkins,  Richard/Patricia 

39 

Arntz,  T.M. 

40 

Ott,  Perry  Harrison 

41 

Sweeney,  Mary  Ellen 

42 

Arnold,  Ken  and  Barbara 

43 

Rex  Clemens  Ranch,  Inc./Daniel  R.  Barnhart 

44 

LaPine  High  School 

45 

Can't  Read  Signature 

46 

Harney  Co.  Farm  Bureau/Herb  Davis,  Pres. 

47 

Dunbar,  Harvey  &  Margaret 

48 

Borelli,  Louis  John 

49 

Eastern  Oregon  Mining  Association/Grissom 
Culp  Cattle  Co/Pat  Culp 

50 

51 

Cagle,  Feme 

NW  Mining  Assoc./E.A.  Johnson 

Rogue  Valley  Audubon  Society/Frank  Hirst 

52 

53 

54 

Drewsey  Field  Ranch/G.W.P.  Wright 

55 

Hotchkiss,  Newton 

56 

Clemens,  Del  &  Theresa 

57 

Howard  Ranch/T.,  E.,  T,  B.,  Howard 

58 

Van  Grazing  Coop/Thomas  C.  Howard 

59 

King,  Clayton 
Taylor,  Rex  &  Elta 

60 

61 

Beckley,  Gladys 

62 

Beckley,  Gladys 

63 

Johns,  David  M. 

64 

Morgan,  Mike  and  Betty 

65 

Morgan,  Mike  and  Betty 

66 

Jess,  Mrs.  Marvin  (Dorie) 

67 

Seaman,  Vernon  L. 

68 

Seaman,  Vernon  L. 

69 

Public  Lands  Action  Network/Jim  Fish 

70 

Jones,  Jay  Eric 

71 

Read,  Lois 

72 

Miller,  Craig 

73 

Oregon  Trout/Craig  Lacy 

74 

Theodore,  Karen 

75 

Sequeira,  Michael 

76 

Tyler  Brothers/Wes  Tyler 

77 

Tyler  Brothers/Wes  Tyler 

78 

Harney  Co.  Sheep  &  Wool  Growers  Assoc. /Nancy  Cray 

PAGE  NUMBER  OF 
COMMENTS 
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LETTER 

NUMBER 

COMMENTER 

79 

Arneson,  James 

80 

Scollard,  Daniel 

81 

Beemer,  Ken 

82 

Parrish,  Norma 

83 

Cramer,  William  D. 

84 

Cramer,  William  D 

85 

Baldwin,  Mari 

86 

Mayo  Ranch/  Mark,  Kathy,  Carl  and  Jean 

87 

Voile,  John 

88 

Oregon  Cattlemen's  Assoc. /Don  Gomes,  Sr. 
Sterbentz,  Cathy  M. 

89 

90 

Central  Oregon  Audubon  Chpt./Glen  Van  Cise 

91 

Miller,  Jerry  A 

92 

Purdy,  Floyd  and  Dorothea 

93 

Wilson,  Harry  E. 

94 

Hammond  Ranches,  Inc./Dwight  and  Susan  Hammond 

95 

Schillinger,  Tom,  Walt  &  Gerry 

96 

Neuschwander,  Duane  E. 

97 

Cowles,  Timothy 

98 

Quigley,  Mike 
Gerl,  Gary 

99 

100 

NW  Fed.  of  Mineralogical  Soc./Jon  Spunaugle 

101 

Snyder,  Leta  Gay 

102 

Gerl,  Bob 

103 

Range  Ecology/John  Barry 

104 

Davies,  Emma  M. 

105 

Whiting,  Hilton/Eva/Ron 

106 

Timms,  Eugene 

107 

Joyce,  Dan 

108 

Keniston,  James 

109 

Evergreen  State  College/Steven  G.  Herman 
Warm  Springs  Tribe/Marcia  Kimball 

110 

111 

Oregon  Hunter's  Assoc/Kelly  Smith 

112 

Peila  Ranch,  Inc./John  M.  Peila 

113 

Peila  Ranch,  Inc./John  M.  Peila 

114 

Edmunson,  Richard 

115 

Bentz,  Alician 

116 

Peila,  Theresa  A. 

117 

U  of  O/  Alvin  Urquhart 

118 

Muller,  Pat 

119 

W.J.  HoytSons  Ranches/Claude  Mulholland 

120 

USDA,  Forest  Service/Pacific  NW  Region/Butruille 

121 

Couture,  Marilyn 

122 

Lillebo,  Tim 

123 

Otley,  Jennie 

124 

Otley,  Jennie 

125 

Oregon  Trout/Rick  Miller 
ODFW/Darryl  Gowan 

126 

127 

Davies,  Martin  M. 

128 

Davies,  Andrea 

129 

7  Z  Land  &  Cattle  Company,  Inc.,  Zurfluh 

130 

Baker,  Alice/Mitch 

131 

Baker,  Mitch 

132 

Baker,  Mitch  and  Linda 

133 

Baker,  Mitch  and  Linda 

134 

Sword,  John  J. 

135 

Ellingson  Rocking  3E  Ranch/Victor  Thurman 

136 

Dunten,  Turen  and  Carol 

137 

Oregon  Sheep  Growers  Assoc/William  Rill 

138 

Pine  Creek  Ranch/Donald  A.  Dryer 

139 

Davies,  Lou  W. 

140 
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Pi!  1*y    OREGON  ENVIRONMENTAL  COUNCIL 

C1 1  -9i     2637  S  W  Water  Avenue  •  Portland.  Oregon  97201  •  222-1963 


District  Manager 
U.S.  Bureau  of  Land  Managem 
HC  74-12533  Hwy  20  West 
Hines.  OR  97738 

Re:   Three  Rivers  RMP  DEIS 


fur 


I  liked  the  gener 
Table  2.1  which  f 
management 


eview  of  the  Three  Rivers  RMP  DEIS 
gratulate  you  and  your  staff  for 
erred  alternative  that  demonstrate 
ced  multiple  use  managemei 
irection  toward  greater  c 


of  the  material,  parti 


rnatlves.   The  excellent  quality  maps  wer 
_.   The  photographs  were  a  welcome  sight. 
They  should  be  required  in  all  major  BLM  documents! 


ts,  detailed  below  by  management  objective, 
terns  that  need  further  clarification  and 

ions  that  would  make  the  preferred  alternative 
ptable  to  OEC.   Alternatives  C  and  D  are  totally 


Water  Quality 


i    it  could  be  met  under  Alternatives  C  or  D.  John, 

•m  4   Alternatives  B  and  C:  Setting  utilization  levels 
"admirable,  however,  clarification  is  needed  as  to      ®, 
-ther  one  or  all  three  utilization  criteria   — 
t  in  order  to  trigger  removal  of  livestock 
lotment  which  contains  all  three  components 
s  been  my  experience  that  the  most  rapid  ri 


1968  •  "Twenty  Tears  Protecting  Oregon's  Hntiirc"  •  1988 


The  management  object! 


grazing 

especially  since  it  Is  not  gol 
efforts  should  be  expended  to 


from  Saddle  Butt 


1 


»1  as  a  management  objective 

Item  8.   Same  comments  as  In  Water 

Special  Status  Species  (Table  2.1-1 
to  refer  only  to  plant  species  (Grc 
animal  species  listed  In  Table  3.6? 


;ing  grounds 


However  Alternative  C  ne 
grazing  where  special  st 


support  the  2  mile  standard?   Under 
mineral  development  (Appendix  9- 
allowed  within  one-half  mile  of  sage 
r  Alternative  C,  1  mile  under 


managing 


Wildlife  Habitat  Management  (Table 


AD'-" 


However,  this  entire  sectior 
about  wildlife  habitat  management  for  other  species,  e.g.  cavity 
nesters  and  other  birds  and  mammals  that  don't  have  special 
species  status?   Why  doesn't  the  BLM  designate  indicator  species 
and  develop  management  objectives  for  their  habitats. 


Page  2  -  Three  Ri 


small  depending 


^IthTe 


Jived  it  is  more 


percent  figure  could  be  1 
he  area.  Where  streams  or 
appropriate  to  speak  in  te 


In  Table  3  in  Appendi 

is  a  copy  of  the  bene 
Rules  for  Malheur  Riv 


Are  they  water  quality  li 


cial  use  tables  from  Oregon  Admin 
Basin  and  Malheur  Lake  Basin.  S 
heur  Lake  Basin  the  table  should 


Soils  (Table  2.1-6).   According  to  Map  S-2  in  Chapter  3,  the 
majority  of  soils  in  the  resource  area  are  presently  in  the 
moderate  to  stable  categories.   The  management  objective  would 
not  change  things  appreciably.   A  more  appropriate  objective 


;s  (53)  for  prec 


Appendix  2-3.   Table  2  does  not  mer.t 
for  recruitment  of  large  woody  debr: 


ack  Grazing  (Table  2.1-11).  Item  3.  It  is  no 
nber  of  acres  proposed  for  seeding  in  Alternat 
erably  larger  than  Alternative  D  which  emphasi 


ouraging  to  read  in  the  plan  that  the  Burns  B1M 

ted  wheat  to  Improve  forage  production 
ures  for  creating  optimum  edge  effect 
understand  why  the  BLM  doesn't  make 


the  standard 


Wetland,  Reservoir  and  Meadow  Habitat   (Table  2.1-23)   Management 
objectives  and  actions  for  this  category  are  commendable. 
However,  I  would  recommend  retaining  buffers  around  playas  for 
those  areas  proposed  for  treatment  (Chapter  4-29).   It  is  not 
clear  why  buffers  wouldn't  be  left,  or  why  you  couldn't  use  a 
mosaic  pattern  around  playas  as  you  are  proposing  to  use  in  the 
guidelines  (Appendix  3-177). 

Riparian  Habitat  and  Aquatic  Habitat  (Table  2.1-22-27)  Comments 
regarding  livestock  utilization  are  the  same  as  those  given  under 
Water  Quality  above. 

I'm  pleased  to  see  inclusion  of  buffer  zones  for  springs,  seeps. 


1-20  I' Item  8  under  Aquatic  Habitat.  I  think  you  should  evaluate 
I  streambank  condition  after  3  years,  particularly  if  the  gra 
I  system  is  changed.  You  should  be  able  to  determine  if  it  is 
|  working  within  that  time.   Five  years  is  perhaps  too  long. 


Recreation 

(Table  2. 1-31 )   Item  1 , 

second 

objective.   A  br 

-e 

descriptior 

of  contents  of  the  Fed 

sral  Reg 

helpful.   I 

t  could  easily  be  incor 

into  an  appendix 

can't  lmagi 

ne  where  you  could  have 

ORV  use 

where  vegetatlo 

occurs  wit! 

damage. 

The  Mohave  Deser 

springs  to 

mind,  and  I  would  not  1 

ike  to  see  that  kind  of 

degradatior 

occur  in  Harney  County 

Any  ORV  area  would  ha 

monitored  and  I  doubt  that  the 

Burns  BLM  has  th 

s  available  to  do  that. 

identify  areas 

proposed  fc 

r  this  type  of  recreati 

Item  2,  second  alternative.   This 

action  i 

s  unacceptable  f 

ve .   Wha 

that  there 

in  the 

ur  statement  suggests? 

Alterna 

tive  B  is  more 

acrifice  area  al 

establishec 

for  ORV  use  northwest 

of  Hines 

Item  6.   Please  explain  how  management  of  livestock  grazing  in 
'iparian  areas  enhances  fishing  opportunities.   Unmanaged 
■ecreation  use  can  be  as  damaging  to  riparian  zones  as  unmanaged 
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Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  (Table  2.1-35)   I 
recommend  designation  of  Hatt  Butte  and  Squaw  Lake  as  ACECs . 
BLM  should  provide  protective  designation  for  all  special  an 

restored.  Since  Hatt  Butte  and  Squaw  Lake  receive  little  or 
grazing  pressure  it  is  difficult  to  understand  why  they  are 
designated.   Designation  would  provide  some  protection  from 


Resources   This  sec 


"I 


explain   how    the   Map 
found    in   Appendix    8 
preferred   alternativ 

VRM-1    relates    to    the    VRM    classific 
Tables    1-4.       Is    it   a   representat 

&° 

of    th 

Cultural    Resources 
to  cultural    resource 
Nice   work! 

s.      OEC   supports   Al 

ternativ 

es   A,    B.    an 

/a" 

Energy   and   Minerals      (Table    2.1-38)       I 

development    in  the  RA.      A  more  conserva 

preferable,    in    spite   of    current    federal 
help    If   you   deleted    the   work    "maximum" 
management    objectives. 

object    to    the    1 

tive  approach  w 
mining    laws. 

3Uld 

be 
the 

Lands   and   Realty      (Table    2.1-42)       Item 
unauthorized   use    of    public    lands".      How 

Song^s 

"Elimin 

ate 

and 

I  I  Table  2 


-44,  Item  3  under  "Acquire  publl 


1  ! 


2    2    5? 


H  i ;  i  f  ■  s  =  =  -"      I 
*|l!f illitii 


5   ;  £ 


rns,     OR    97720 


CHAPTER  340, 


OREGON  ADMUOSTRATTVE  RULES 

-  DEPARTMENT  OF  ENVIRONMENTAL  QUALITY 


i  I  j ,       HI  i 

I  i  1  i  s  i  .j  i,  i     n 

*  I  j  i  s     =  5  S3  :        if 

i  1  1  I  1  i  I  II II  I  1  1 


livestock  from  the  pasture  In  question  would  be 
Proposed  Plan  for  clarification  of  riparian  util 

It  Is  correct  that  the  most  rapid  riparian  recov 


Is  met,  removal  of 
riggered.  See  the 


Under  the  Preferred 
Item  11,  the  intent 
could  be  treated  if 


WL  6.1,  6.2  and 


ive.  Water  Quality  Management  Objective, 
ase  was  to  establish  a  maximum  area  that 
ts  were  within  1  mile  of  a  perennial 

other  adverse  impacts  to  aquatic  habitats.  Due  to  public  concerns 
with  the  proposed  wording,  this  objective  will  be  changed  to  read  ". 
.  .  of  any  area  within  1  mile  of  perennial  water  to  less  than  20 
percent  of  that  subbasln  In  any  one  year." 

Though  item  11  does  not  address  cumulative  effects  of  habitat 
alteration  in  adjacent  areas;  prior  to  any  mechanical  or  fire 
treatment,  a  prescribed  fire  plan  and  an  NEPA  document  would  be 
developed.  The  NEPA  document  would  address  secondary  and 
impacts  associated  with  the  prescribed  activity. 

of 


In  Table  3  of  Appendix  1,  DRMP/DEIS,  the  x's  in  the  three  columns 
from  the  right  were  shifted  too  far  to  the  left  and  have  been 
corrected  in  the  PRMP/FEIS.  Additionally,  a  table  identifying 
beneficial  uses  of  waters  in  the  Malheur  Lake  Basin  was  provided  1 
DRMP/DEIS,  Appendix  1,  Table  2. 


The  management   objectlw 

5S  and  actions  for 

oils   (Table  2.1-6, 

DRMP/DEIS)  have  been  re 

written.   The  management   actions   target 

accelerated  erosion  (er 

of  a  stable  or  no  erosl 

sn  equilibrium  aero 

s   the  entire  planning  area 

naturally  occurring.   Th 

5   rate  of  geologic 

rosion  depends  upon 

soil,   climate  and  c 

ver.   With   the  exception  of 

n  a  large   scale.   In 

addition,   geologic  eros 

ion  Is   important  fo 

the   proper  functioning  of 

streambanks  or  beds   for 

e  of  which  Is   the  lack  of 

sediment  during  peak   flows,   when  the  amoun 

of  energy  available   to 

carry   sediment   is  high 

Bull  1979).   Accele 

hand ,   may  cause  problem 

3  such  as   siltatlon 

and  degradation  of 

Appendix  11-6 


The  statement  "consistent  with  other  resource  objectives"  will 
Improve  Alternatives  B  and  C  statements  concerning  precommercial 
thinning.  The  number  of  acres  (53)  was  derived  by  correlation. 
Approximately  27  percent  of  the  commercial  forest  land  iden 
the  John  Day  RMP  (dated  1985)  is  included  in  this  RMP;  then 
approximately  27  percent  of  the  acres  identified  for  precomi 
thinning  in  the  John  Day  RMP  (200)  would  be  precommercially 


led 


Mm.!.. 


pla 


*ing 


Alternatives  B,  C  and  D  (Item  2  of  Minor  Forest  Produ 
leaving  most  dead  and  down  material  for  enhancement  o 
values.  These  values  include  woody  debris  within  stre 
DRMP/DEIS,  Appendix  2,  Table  2,  items  3  and  4  discuss 
streamslde  vegetation  protection  and  enhancement. 


Alternative  D  is 
alternative,  only 
plans,  specifically 


-i.nl  Jiiu.it  !<u,  of  present  m-in.igement .  In  this 
the  seeding  projects  proposed  in  previous  land  us 
Riley  EIS,  were  brought  forward  into 
ve  C  proposed  acreages  not  addressed  In 
Appendix  3,  Table  7,  DRMP/DEIS,  Identifies 


al  projec 
wheatgrass  ha 


n  chosen  as  the  sole  species  to  s 
3,  Table  8,  DRMP/DEIS,  Standard  Procedures  and  Design 
Range  Improvements,  states  that  "BLM  would  determl 
res  on  a  site-specific  basis,  at  the  EA  level  In 


the  Oregon  St 

ate  Hn 

iversity  Ex 

ension 

ervice  a 

d  Experi 

ent  Station. 

and/or  Oregon 

tment  of  Fish  and  W 

ldllfe." 

Seedings 

will  be 

designed  "usi 

ng  lrr 

egular  patt 

rns,  un 

reated  p 

tches,  e 

c,  to 

provide  for  o 

edge  effec 

ty  and  wi 

Layout  and  de 

sign  would  be  coo 

dlnated 

with  local  Oregon 

of  Fish  and  W 

e  biologist 

."  Seed 

A   in  the 

Resource  Area 

(RA) 

in  the  last 

5  years 

have  shi 

ted  away 

from 

of  crested  wheatgrass  to 

of  grass,  shrub  and 

forb  species. 

The  BLM  polic 

y  on  s 

eedings  for 

Oregon 

nd  Washington  says:  "Seedings 

to  change  vegetatio 

n  compositi 

when  it 

efficient  met 

io,l  t. 

accomplish 

the  res 

urce  obj 

ctives  1 

entitled 

through  the  planning  process.  The  selection  of  the  seeding  area  and 
the  species  to  be  used  should  be  based  on  a  site-specific  evaluation 
which  considers  ecologlc  potential,  technical  and  economic 

cumulative  impacts  on  the  ecosystem.  Adapted  native  species  that  can 
enhance  vegetative  diversity  composition  must  be  given  consideration 
in  species  selection.  To  insure  establishment  seedings  must  be 
protected  for  two  growing  seasons  or  until  the  vigorous  seedlings 
produce  their  first  seed  crop.  Once  established,  seedings  should  be 
properly  managed  and  monitored  to  ensure  that  resource  objectives  ar 
accomplished." 


1-21 
1-22 


Allotment  evaluations  are  being  prepared  in  the  RA  to  assess  the 
effects  of  livestock  grazing  (both  level  and  timing)  on  the  public 
lands.  Where  It  Is  appropriate,  species  specific  objectives  for 
special  status  plant  species  are  being  incorporated  into  the 
allotment  evaluation  process.  Incorporated  into  these  objectives  wll 
be  monitoring  and  Inventory. 

It  does  not  appear  that  livestock  grazing  is  adversely  impacting 
special  status  plant  species;  however,  through  Inventory  and 
monitoring,  the  status  of  each  special  status  plant  species  can  be 
established  and  the  impacts  of  livestock  grazing  on  the  species  can 


ensure  adequate  cover 

for  travel,  e 

scape  and  then 

lal  protect! 

on 

purposes  re 

e  EA  proces 

B,  OD 

and  USDA-FS 

ranger  d: 

strict  personn 

been  changed 

Proposed  P] 

an  declslo 

n  WL  2.3. 

Habitat  for 

species  t> 

ot  specifically  mentioned  is 

treated  by 

habit 

types.  For 

good  condition 

riparian  area 

support  a 

diversity  o 

f  wildlife 

any  other  type 

in  the  plai 

ning 

area.  The  t 

est,  riparian 

area,  wetland, 

grazing  anc 

portions  o 

f  the  Proposec 

Plan  are  designed  to  pro> 

ide 

habitat  for 

these  ani 

mals.  Data  is 

not  available, 

specific  t 

the  habitat 

types  in 

the  planning  a 

rea,  to  designate  lndicat 

species.  Al 

so,  basell 

.1  mammals  and 

songbirds 

lacking  ove 

r  most  of 

the  planning  a 

rea.  Objective 

WL  7  shows 

management 

actions  wh 

ich  are  expect 

ed  to  have  the 

highest  degree  o 

impact  on  nongame  species. 

Buffers  will  be  left  and  mosaic  patterns  will  be  created  if 
treatments  are  Implemented.  The  guidelines  In  Appendix  3-177  of  t 
DRMP/DEIS  are  standard  procedures  on  all  types  of  improvements.  A 
playa  habitat  has  been  shown  to  be  important  for  some  species  of 


Streambank  conditions  are  monitored  more  frequently  than  5-year 
intervals  on  areas  with  grazing  systems  designed  to  improve  riparian 
and  aquatic  habitat.  The  5-year  timeframe  refers  to  stabilization 
projects.  This  period  was  used  because  in  some  cases  significant 
improvement  may  take  5  years  to  become  apparent. 


r  Notice  of  February  20,  1987, 
1,  Table  17. 

ting  and  proposed  open,  closed 
n  added  to  the  PRMP/FEIS. 


eluded 


Vegetation  manipulation  through  seeding  is  only  one  of  the  tools  the 
Bureau  has  at  its  disposal  to  resolve  resource  conflicts  and  meet 
multiple-use  objectives.  Where  possible,  management  facilities  such 
as  fences  and  water  developments  will  be  considered  first  in 
developing  grazing  systems  and  meeting  resource  objectives,  but 
seedings  will  also  be  considered  where  they  meet  management 
objectives.  Seedings  will  be  used  under  a  number  of  conditions 
including,  but  not  limited  to  erosion  control,  wildfire 
rehabilitation,  weed  control,  increased  forage  production,  and  in 
cooperation  with  individuals  and  other  agencies. 


1  oten 


eedings  wll 


restricted  in  deer  and  elk  winte 
rlbed  fires  be  no  larger  than  400 

thin  1  mile  of  perennial  water  or  a 
sagebrush  removal  within  2  miles  o 
See  Proposed  Plan  for  water  quality 


cres  and 
will  be 

f  sage 


The  Saddle  But 


proposed  ACEC 


the  site.  If  future  evaluations  indicate  a  ch 
management  practices  can  be  modified. 

The  objective  and  management  actions  for  vegetation  have  been 
revised,  see  the  Proposed  Plan.  Upon  completion  of  the  Ecological 
Site  Inventory  now  underway  in  the  RA,  ecological  status  objectives 
will  be  developed.  However,  when  developed  these  objectives  will  not 
always  have  the  potential  natural  community  (PNC)  as  the  desired 
plant  community.  Variety  and  diversity  of  healthy  plant  communities 
is  the  Intent  of  this  objective. 

Because  Congress  has  repeatedly  cited  livestock  grazing  as  a  valid 
use  of  the  public  land  through  FLPMA,  the  Taylor  Grazing  Act,  the 
Public  Rangeland  Improvement  Act,  etc.,  this  objective  will  also  meet 
the  needs  of  all  multiple  uses,  including  wildlife  habitat,  livestock 
grazing  and  special  status  species,  among  others. 

The  special  status  species  table  has  been  refined;  see  Table  2.11  In 
the  Proposed  Plan.  The  management  actions  In  the  Proposed  Plan  which 
are  not  species  specific  refer  to  all  special  status  species,  both 
plants  and  animals. 

Research  does  ex 
Pyrah  (1974)  and 

miles  of  a  lek.  As  the  radius  from  the  lek  become 
acreage  involved  grows  at  an  Increasing  rate.  Sur 
would,  therefore,  involve  less  percentage  of  the 
farther  away  from  the  lek  occupancy  takes  place, 
seasonal  stipulations  and  these  distances  from  le 
nesting  and  brood  rearing  habitat  will  be  protect 


Off-road  vehicle/off-highway  vehicle  use  is  a  valid  and  accepted  use 
of  BLM  lands.  This  use  will  not  be  eliminated  from  the  management 
scheme,  but  as  stated  in  E.0.  11644,  policies  and  procedures  will  be 
established  "that  will  insure  the  use  of  off-road  vehicles  onpublic 
lands  will  be  controlled  and  directed  so  as  to  protect  the  resources 
of  these  lands."  This  Includes  various  measures  such  as  establishing 
boundaries,  signing,  law  enforcement  and  designations  to  manage  0RV 


E.0.  11644  a 
closed  or  limited.  Any  open 
considerable  adverse  impacts 
until  measures  are  taken  to 


au  land  be  designated  as  open, 
areas  where  ORV  use  is  causing 
ces  shall  be  designated  closed 


The  only  intensive 


a  for  ORVs  has  been  established  on  Rad 
There  are  no  other  requests  for  such 

d  for  designation  by  the  District  at  t 

oss-country  ORV  use  have  come  from 
are  considered  on  a  case-by-case  basi 

ntial  Impacts.  If  impacts  cannot  be 
an  acceptable  level,  application  is 

ignated  roads  and  trails  for  point-to- 
o  Bend  Race  (the  only  race  allowed;  tw 
t  Include  driving  off  established  rout 


irectives  (1)  and  (2)  unde 
ith  Commodity  Production, 
Management  Directive  1  al 
as  follows:  "Implement  and 
al  Register  on  February  20,  1987,  as 
well  as  a  prior  designation  for  South  Narrows.  Exceptions  are  Wan 
Springs  Reservoir  area  (23,811  acres),  Squaw  Lake  area  (6,500  acr. 
and  Malheur  River-Bluebucket  Creek  (2,080  acres).  The  open  areas 
free  of  ORV  use,  but  susceptible  to  ORV  damage,  will  be  closed  or 
limited  In  future  designations  when  a  determination  is  made  that 
use  of  ORVs  will  cause,  or  is  causing,  significant  adverse  impact 
natural,  cultural  or  historical  resources  of  particular  areas  or 
trails  on  public  lands." 

The  trail  is  noted  on  the  recreation  map. 
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6,  under  the  Preferred  Alternative  to  manage 
riparian  areas  for  enhancement  of  fishing 
tten  to  note  the  relationship  between  improving 
entially,  fish  populations.  This  is  to  be 
aging  livestock  use  to  increase  vegetative  cover 
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The  Interdisciplinary  team  analysis 
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Map  VRM-1  is  the  present  classlf icatio 
on  Bureau-administered  lands  in  the  RA 
listed  in  Table  3,  Alternative  D  (Cont 
of  Appendix  8,  DRMP/DEIS. 

Where  the  expression  "maximum  opportunit 
reference  to  opportunity  to  explore,  lea 


naging  visual  resources 
of  Present  Management) 

is   used,    it    is    in 

develop,    etc.,   mineral 
sures   to   protect  sensitive 
s  have   been  designed   to   be 

ring  mineral   activity 


This  entire  26  Page  Report  Entitled: 

"Comments  and  Response  to  Draft  Three  Rivers  Resource  Management  Plan 
Environmental  Impact  Statement"  Prepared  by  Riddle  Ranch  and  Weste 
Range  Service,   should  be  considered  as  Riddle  Ranch  stockholders  com 

in  addition  to  our  individual  comment. 


The  authority   to  authorize   occupancy  or  agr 
land   is  contained   in  Section  302(b)   of   the 


this  would   range   from   3  ye 


i  practical   terms,   depending 
to  a   term  of   10,    20  or  50 
rized  officer.   Perpetual 
disposal  of   the   land   by 


The  statement 


Proposed  Plan. 


RIDDLE    RANCH 
HC    72,     BOX    55 

PRINCETON,     OREGON    97721 


COMMENTS    AND    RESPONSE 


of   Land   Managemen 


HC    74    - 

W.    Highway    20 

Hines,    Oregon 


COMMENTS    TO    THE 

DRAFT    THREE    RIVERS    RESOURCE    MANAGEMENT    PLAN 

AND    ENVIRONMENTAL    IMPACT    STATEMENT 


COMMENTS     AND     RESPONSE     TO 

'ironmental 
Management 


Dear  Joshua: 

Enclosed  is  the  report  eni 
Draft  Three  Rivers  Resource  Management  Plan  and 
Impact  Statement"  dated  January  17,  1990  which  will 
written  comments  to  the  Draft  Three  Rivers  Resoun 
Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement  dated  Octobe 
report  was  cooperatively  prepared  by  Riddle  Ranch  and  Weste 
Range  Service,  a  private  range  management  consulting  firm  bas 
in  Elko,  Nevada.   Please  carefully  review  and  study  this  docume 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  review  the  Draft  Thr 
Rivers  RMP/EIS.  If  you  have  any  questions  or  request  a 
clarifications,  please  contact  us. 


Sincerely,     ^ 
Allan  Otley     17 


Western  Range  Servii 
January  17,  1990 


The  Draft  Three  Rivers 
Environmental  Impact  Statement 
For  Three  Rivers  Resource  Area,  i 
Riley  MFP)  were  developed  and 
years.  BLM  has  reported  tha 
progress  in  achieving  multiple 
management.   Most  of  draft's  pre 

I  are  similar.  Even  the  Emphasize 
I  will  have  significant  adverse  in 
■  BLM  has  not  considered  a  vari 


Resource  Management  Plan  and 
(Draft  RMP/EIS)  is  not  needed, 
alid  land  use  plans  (Drewsey  and 
mplemented  within  the  last  ten 


If 


quality  and  aquat 


(86%  of 
uality) ,    we  would  expect 

Resource  Area.    These 
n  and  aquatic)  are  the 

impacts  to  livestock  gra; 

1  available  information 
practices  are  having  nc 
water  quality.   There  is 


.ndicates  that  current  upland 
significant  adverse  impact  on 
o  scientific  basis  for  limiting 
The  10%  utilization  limit  for 
asonable  and  without  scientific 


The  proposal 


love  livestock  from  streams  will 
:ing  systems  and  will  have  long- 
;tock  operations.   Only  a  portion 
ned.   Therefore,  BLM's  proposed 
if   any,   effect   on   overall 
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Giving  wildlife  and  w 
forage  allocations  is  unfair 
court  decisions.   It  may  wel 

BLM  has  failed  to  add 

the  proposed  range  improvem 
The  upland  30%  utilization  '. 
analysis  of  impacts  associai 
livestock  grazing.    Prelin 

trying  to  minimize  permittt 
misleading  and  improper. 


Id  horses  priority  over  cattle  in 
and  inconsistent  with  recent  Federal 
.  be  illegal. 

ess  many  of  the  adverse  impacts  of 
on  livestock  grazing.  Funding  for 
nts  will  probably  not  be  available, 
imit  is  not  even  considered  in  BLM's 


BLM  was  apparently 


INTRODUCTION 

This  document  will  serve  as  the  Riddle  Ranch  commt 
"Draft  Three  Rivers  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Em 
Impact  Statement"  dated  October  1989  hereinafter  referred  to  as 
Draft  RMP/EIS.  The  organization  of  this  report  corresponds  to 
the  organization  of  the  Draft  RMP/EIS.  The  underlined  chapter, 
page,  table  or  appendix  numbers  used  in  this  report  correspond  tc 
the  Draft  RMP/EIS. 


for  both 


CHAPTER  1 

Ch  1,  paqes  3-4 

We  strongly  di 

sag 

ree 

that   lives 

ock 

grazing 

considered  an  issue 

and 

e  current  Draf' 

The  public  participa 

the  Drewsey 

S1 

-ef  erred 

Drewsey  Grazing  EIS 

mri 

wildlife  in 

rewsey  Gr« 

Since  the  implements 

of  the  Drewsey  Gr 

azing  EIS 

reported  that  signi: 

progress  has 

management  objectives 

Grazing  EIS,  Bur 


fish  habita 
wild  horses 


Program  Summary  u 

significant  progr 
ids  through  inte 
and  improvements." 

Rangeland  Program 


Ch,  2,  paqes  2-4 

Alternatives  A, 
A  and  E  are  similar 
1610.4  states: 


developed  for  detai] 
developed  shall  refle 
guidance  applicable  to 


The  amount  of 
is  identical 
22.231 .   The 


among   the 


restock  fr 


Bty  of  alternat 


The  Draft  RMP/EIS  does  not  provide  a  var 

required  by  FLPMA  and  43  CFR  1610.   For  li 

2-15  1  alternatives  in  this  Draft  RMP/EIS  are  either  no  change"  or  a 

I  reduction  in  livestock  grazing.   Alternatives  A,  B,  C  and  E  will 

all  adversely  affect  livestock  grazing.    As  we  will  discuss 

below,   forage  utilization  standards  proposed   in   this   Draft 

RMP/EIS  will  be  the  limiting  factor  for  livestock  grazing  for 


Alt 


2-16 

given  for  Alternative  E  so  the  impact  of  utilization  standards 

cannot   be   determined.     Currently   available   and   legally 

established  livestock  forage  will  be  reduced  and  allocated  to 

wildlife  in  Alternatives  A,  B,  c  and  E.   Cattle  will  be  excluded 

from  riparian  areas  in  Alternatives  A,  B,  C  and  E  for  at  least 

five  years  which  will  reduce  the  amount  of  high  quality  forage 

available  to  livestock,  prevent  livestock  from  obtaining  water 

(especially  during  droughts)  and  prevent  the  enjoyment  of  private 

reduce   soil 
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ress  in  achieving  thes 

objectives   anc 

this  progress 
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following  sect 
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The  objectives 

stated  above  (in 
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Planning  Issues  relal 
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:  BLM  believed  the  D 

ing  EIS  was  successful,  there  is 

ten  years.    To  quote  a  famous 

don' 

t  fix  it." 

BLM  has  not  provided  any  e 
for  big  game  or  livestock  has 
implementation  of  the  Drewsey  G 
EIS  and  Drewsey  Rangeland  Prog: 
requirements  of  big  game.  The 
population  levels  indicates  tha 
adequate.  Requiring  adequate 
before  changing  management  obje 
with  Planning  Criteria  4  listed 

We  request  that  BLM  contim 


fidence  that  forage  availability 
changed  dramatically  since  the 
■azing  EIS.  The  Drewsey  Grazing 
am  Summary  addressed  the  forage 
reported  recent  increase  in  elk 
:  current  forage  availability  is 
monitoring  and   inventory  data 


the  Drewsey  Gr 


analysis  in 

this  Draf 

.  RMP/EIS  is  consistent  with 

BLM's  eliminatio 

ness  and  weed  and  grasshopper  control 

from  analysis  in 

the  Draft  RMP/EIS. 

Water   qual 

an  condit 

ion  and    aquatic  habitat 

:  listed  as 

planning 

Lssues  in  the  Draft  RMP/EIS. 

Initial  public 

participati 

on  appare 

ltly  did  not  even  address 

water   quality 

and   aqua 

approximately  1/ 

3  of  its  71 

anagement 

objectives  listed  in  Table 

2.1  on  water  q 

ality,  rip 

ition  and  aquatic  habitat. 

itic  condition  are  addressed 

:y,   soils, 

and   woodlands,   livestock 

grazing,  specia 

status  species,  w] 

ldlife  habitat  management, 

and  recre 

ation  management  objective  categories 

in  Table  2.1. 

Since  ripa 

ian  and  aquatic  condition  and  water 

quality  were  no 

-  considered  as  planr 

ing  issues,  BLM  placed  too 

n  these  factors  dur 

ng  the  preparation  of  the 

Draft  RMP/EIS. 

I  stock   water   rights. 


of  present  le 


Alternative  D  is  considered 
the  Draft  RMP/EIS.   However,  thei 

to  161,222  AUM's  from  current  active  preference  of  150,472  AUM's. 
The  timber  base  (acres)  was  changed.  Additional  range 
improvements  are  proposed.  The  allocation  of  livestock  forage  to 
wildlife  was  increased  from  4,396  AUM's  (Appendix  3,  Table  4)  to 
5,278  AUM's  (Chapter  4,  page  21.  Alternative  D)  .    Because  of 


proposed 


A  1  t  , 


Actl 


"No  Acti 


Ch.  2.  page  3 

What  is  the  basis  for  the  "Criteria  for  the  Composition  of 
the  Preferred  Alternative"?  There  is  no  mention  of  vegetative 
diversity,  wetland  systems  (riparian,  aquatic,  wetlands  and  playa 
habitats)  special  species  status  habitat  and  Kiger  mustang  herds 
in  the  Planning  Issues  and  Planning  Criteria  in  Chapter  1  of  the 
Draft  RMP/EIS.   Federal  regulations  43  CFR  1610.4  state: 


anges,  shall  be  made  available  for  public 
to  being  approved  by  the  District  manager 
planning  process.   ..." 


RMP/EIS. 
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Ch.  3.  paoes  2  and  27 
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water  in  the  Three  Ri 
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Aquatic  Habitat  secti 


the  Surface  Water  secti 
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condition  ratii 

In  Append 
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excellent, 
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100%  =  ex 
ratings? 


atic  habitat  condition  ratings  an 
parian  and  surface  water  quality  condition  rating 
l  a  percentage  of  optimum  or  potential.  Are  th 
lod,  fair  and  poor  condition  ratings  based  on  unifor 
0-25%  =  poor,  26-50%  =  fair,  51-75%  =  good  and  76 
llent)   similar  to  that  used  for  range  conditio 


ast  obtained?  Were 
otained  at  different 
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in  Append 
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some  inconsisten 

.   For  e 
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game  habitat 
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conditio 

producti 


in  Harney  County, 
iity   production 
Agriculture  co 
in  Harney  Count 

local  economy  and 


unemployment 


ignificantly  to  the 


Ch. 


The  assumption  that  "funding  and  personnel  wou 
sufficient  to  implement  any  alternative  described"  is  in 
Over  the  last  five  or  more  years  almost  no  money  ha: 
available  for  livestock  range  improvements  throughout  most 
BLM  administered  public  land  in  the  West.  What  evidence 
offered  to  support  the  contention  that  adequate  funding  w 
available? 


Ch.  4  ,  pages  2-6 

A  great  potential  for  adverse  i: 
production  and  especially  livestock  producti 
to  water  quality  ratings   including  the 

actions  and  objectives  to  improve 


riparian  and 
the   proposed 


For  Alt 


atives   A, 


and  C, 


sam.  Could  these 
s  among  observers, 
Does  BLM  have  any 
:ed   sampling   error 


The 


the 


better  surface  water  quality.  Even  ; 
from  livestock  or  have  limited  livi 
surface  water  quality.  Does  BLM  h 
that  good  or  better  BLM  surface 
possible  in  the  Three  Rivers  Resource 

Since  most  of  the  streams  are  private 
by  other  agencies,  we  find  it  difficult 
proposed  BLM  alternative  will  have  any  ef 
conditions.  BLM  cannot  control  management 
owned  land.  Eliminating  grazing  on  public 
years  will  not  prevent  grazing  on  privatel 
to  fence  it  from  federal  1 
ree  with  BLM's  contention 


little  impact 
Ch.  -;,  page  \ 


=ry  importan 


2-31, 
2-32  | 


note  that  BLM's  best 
.ndicates  that  there  is  very  little  if  an 
Light  erosion  condition  class)  in  the  Thr 


any  effect 
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3  of  their  5  alternatives? 
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water  quality? 


i/ery  successful 
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his  BLM  supposition, 
pon  woody  streamside 


sing 


Most  of  the  allotments  in  the  Resource  Area 
grazing  systems,  such  as  rest  rotation,  deferred  graz 
combination.  With  these  types  of  grazing  systems,  forage  species 
can  withstand  50%  or  greater  utilization  of  annual  forage 
production  during  the  growing  season  without  any  significant 
changes  in  basal  cover  of  key  forage  species.  Very  little 
changes  in  basal  cover  of  key  forage  species  were  noted  in 
allotments  using  three  pasture  rest  rotation  grazing  systems  even 
with  utilization  levels  of  65%  to  80%  (Eckert  and  Spencer  1986, 
Eckert  and  Spencer  1987).  Hormay  and  Talbot  (1961)  recommended 
66%  utilization  levels  for  rest  rotation  grazing  systems. 
With  a  grazing  system,  forage  plants  can  generally  withstand 
higher  utilization  levels  than  season  long  grazing. 
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.ven  the  following  recommendatic 
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Eastern  Oregon.  Moderate  grazing  intensity  appears  to 
snducive  for  maintaining  vegetative  cover  for  livestock 
i  the  Northern  Great  Plains  (Olson  et  al.  1985). 
id  Price   (1942)   recommended  grazing  mountain  forage 
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Cook  (1966)  recommended  a  55%  to 
for  crested  wheatgrass  on  foothill  ranges 
ation  level  was  recommended  by  Frischknecht 
11  and  Godfrey  (1983)  determined  that  the 
:vel  for  crested  wheatgrass  was  over  70%. 
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Summary  updc 
grazing  prac 
surface  wate 
utilization 

The  10- 
(Table  2.1) 
generally  h< 
stimula 


andard  for  woody  riparian  shrubs 
le.  Light  to  moderate  grazing 
has  little  adverse  effect  and  in  some  cases  will 
growth  of  woody  riparian  species  (Clary  and  Webster 
drick  (1958)  reported  proper  use  factors  of  35%  to  70% 
species  including  aspen.  There  is  no  scientific  basis 
jtilization  standard  for  riparian  woody  species. 


The   proposal 


ip,n 


hat  BLM  has  reported  as  being 
oncerning  Chapter  1) .   Pastures 
otation  and  deferred  grazing 

nd  difficult  livestock  movement 

with  r 

drasti 
5  will  I 

Most 

of   the   all 

Dtments 

contain 

>fore,  many  permitte 


stock  from 


large  portion 


and  wi 


The  Draft  RMP/EIS  sugges 
will  be  used  to  mitigate  this 
However  with  the  upland  utiliz 
in  the  Resource  Area  will  face  drastic  reductions  in  livestock 
grazing  (detailed  discussion  below) .   There  will  be  no  temporary 

The  Draft  RMP/EIS  recommends  using  grazing  systems  that  are 
"widely  recognized"  as  promoting  the  most  rapidly  riparian 
recovery  practicable.  WHAT  GRAZING  SYSTEMS  DOES  BLM  BELIEVE  ARE 
WIDELY  RECOGNIZED  AS  PROMOTING  THE  MOST  RAPIDLY  RIPARIAN  RECOVERY 
PRACTICABLE?  Although  BLM  found  rest  rotation  and  deferred 
grazing  systems  acceptable  and  successful  in  the  past,  apparently 


Ch.  4,  page  7 


BLM  data  (Map  S-2)  indicates  that 
has  little  or  no  erosion.   with  s 

rring,  very  little  change  in  erosi< 

ilternatives. 


ilmost  all  of  the  Resource 

little  erosion  currently 

n  is  expected  with  any  of 


Ch.  4,  page  7  and  8 


should  be  set  at 


Ch. 


pages  B  to.  i  ;■ 


The  high  populat 
indicate  that  the  res 
proposed  for  Alternat. 
livestock  grazing  may 
and  populations. 


^ices  Act  provides  adequate 
ces  in  the  Resource  Area.  Due 
Harney  County,  timber  harvest 
jws  maximum  sustained  yield  of 


the  Resource 


The  impacts 


upt 


28,93 

years.  Does  this  f 
listing  (or  proposed) 
vailable,   the  "bale 


remaining  pastures 
temporary  forage,  tY 
the  permittee's  pri' 
number  of  livestock 
run  on  a  yearlong  be 


ly  affected. 


:ernatives  A,  B  and  c 
ssed  above,  removing 
;urface  water  quality 
rally.  BLM  estimates 
be  lost  for  five  or 
ideration  the  impact 
Inless  temporary  feed 
operations  will  be 

m  is  excluded  from 
tfhile  one  of  the  two 
nless   BLM   provides 


ant  of  forage 


3f  livestock, 


the  forage  loss 

iree  Area.    After 
1  take  several  ye 


during  t 

le  development  of  this  Draft 

RMP/EIS  BLM  has  determined 

that  the 

se  systems  are  not  adequate. 

The  only  grazing  system 

that  we 

ecognized  as  promoting  the 

id  riparian  recovery  practic 

ble"  is  an  early  grazing 

treatment.    This  grazing  treatment 

Hows  riparian  vegetation 

regrowth 

that  liv 

sstock  are  removed  during  May 

or  June) .   However  for  the 

uring  the  summer  and  fall 

only  a  portion  of  the  allotment  can  be  grazed  early. 

Also,  th 

e  early  grazing  treatment  m 

y  not  be  compatible  with 

existing 

grazing  systems.    Therefore 

if  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  is 

,ed,  a  large  percentage  (if  not  all)  of  every  allotment 

will  be 

subject  to  the  arbitrary  an 

d  unacceptable  30%  upland 

utilizat 

on  limit. 

If 

3LM's  contention  that  86%  of  t 

he  streams  in  the  Resource 

Area  hav 

e  poor  surface  water  guality. 

one  would  expect  to  find 

ion  in  Harney  County  decline 
/e  wildlife  populations  decli 
ined?   Has  animal  performanc 


How  does  BLM  propose  to  continue  to  provide  livestock  water 
reservoirs  after  excluding  livestock?  Fences  for  water  gaps 
very  difficult  to  maintain  in  reservoirs.  Pumps  and  piping 
expensive  to  purchase,  install  and  maintain.  If  permittees 
required  to  purchase  and  maintain  these  improvements,  it  will 
significant  additional  economic  burden. 


D  is  "no  change  f 
the  predicted  improvement  be  bas< 
ing  systems  and/or  project; 
ently  (no  change)  only  12% 
require  grazing  systems  ( 


it  management,"  how 

2  implementation  of 

yet  approved  and/or  funded?" 


the 


and/or  fencing 
result  from  al 
BLM  becoming 
are  implemented 


:>f  ext€ 


Inconsistently,  only  Alternative  D  included  the  reservation  that 
predicted  surface  water  quality  improvement  is  based  on  grazing 
systems  and  projects  not  yet  approved  and/or  funded.  Apparently, 
BLM  is  trying  to  mislead  the  public  to  believe  that  current 
management  will  not  result  in  continued  resource  improvement  and 
to  wrongly  justify  the  proposed  changes  in  management  contained 
in  preferred  Alternative  C. 


BLM  proposes 

that 

off  site 

the  temporary  reductior 

...  i  1j 

3le,  wou] 

atio 

is.    So 

le  maint 

practices.    Some 

cunt 

disruption   of   e 

husbandry  practice 

with  the 

be 

very  1 

Most  of  the  proposed 

additior 

improvements  will 

be  ava 

funding  (if  availa 

ble) 

and  impl 

Very   little 

BLM 

funding 

=  Wes 

t  during 

example,  many  ran 

e  1=1 

Drovemen' 

e  of  the  expected  exti 

t  (on  site)  permittees  1 
nay  result  from  BLM's 

proposed  30%  upland  uti 
ttle  if  any  "off  site" 
ary  basis  (see  discussion 
al  forage  available  frc 
liable  for  several  yeai 
mentation  of  the  projects 

has   been   available   fc 


jelow)  . 


(Chapter 4_, pagj 

al  forage  from  range  improvements 
lating  the  impacts  on  livestock  g: 


:hat  "(livestock) 
ivels  to  30  percer 
ading.  Apparentl 
by  livestock  perm 


The  proposed 
lot  be  included 
less  funding  is 


attempting 

1   the   graz 
Alternative 


[f  Alternatives  A,  B  or  C  are  implemented  the  utilization 
s  and  livestock  exclusions  will  be  the  limiting  factors  for 
:ock  grazing.  Grazing  systems  that  are  widely  recognized  as 
:ing  the  most  rapid  recovery  possible  will  probably  only 
a  limited  effect  on  most  allotments.   Unless  riparian  areas 


50? 


the  Drewsey  unit  are  50% 
(80%  for  crested  wheatgr 
systems.   The  proposed  ch 
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Currently,   BLM' 


first  reducti 


proper  use  factor 
use.  Although  we  do 
ary   to   complete   t 


some  assumpti 


bject  to  the  30%  upland  utilization  limit.   To 
mit   BLM  will  adjust  stocking  levels  based  on 
tilization  data.   If  we  assume  that  BLM  overall 
is  between  the  50*  and  70%  utilization  limits  we 
range  of  impacts  of  the  30%  utilization  limit. 

M  utilization  data  equals  50%, 

reduced   to  72,921   AUM's   t 

it.    Additional  allocations 

uthorized  livestock  use  to  70 

preference.    After  6  or  more 

desired  stocking 

to  wildlife  will 
399  AUM'S,  a  53% 
years  and  after 
areas,   livestock 

70%,  corresponding  cuts  initia 
excluded  areas  and  after  range 
Refer  to  Exhibit  1  for  formula 


,761  AUM's,  a  42%  cut  from  current 
ange  improvements  are  implemented 
eased  to  96,667  AUM'S,  a  36%  cut 
If  BLM  utilization  data  equals 
ly,  after  livestock  are  allowed  in 


In  the  Riddle  Mountain  a 
ing  BLM  data  methodology  (BLM 
d   utilization   proper   use 
timated  that  a  20%  to  25%  i 
Jicated.   Using  the  30%  limit 


calculati 
llotment, 


67%,  59%  and  53% 
nd  explanations. 

=rn  Range  Servic 


BLM   must 

des 

;ribe 

and   il 

te  the  c 

lculatio 

methodology   used 

the 

ing. 

There   are   only 

differences  between 

Alte 

B  and 

C  and  yet 

BLM  pred 

ts   vary   dramat 

reflects  t 

is  of 

limited  funding  fo 

Our 

on  1  v 

that  BLM 

is  tryinc 

deceptive  and 

misleading 

Why  el 

lid  BLM  igr 

adverse  effect 

s  of 

their 

proposed 

actio 

ns  on  live 

tock  gra 

Ch.  4,  pages  20 


In  Appendix 

3, 

Table 

6 

BLM  has 

reall 

seated 

forage  to 

wildlife  and  givei 

to 

wildlife  o\ 

er  li 

restoc) 

.   For  the 

Riddle  Mountain  alio 

Graz 

ng  EIS  wildlife 

allocation  is  over 

32 

times 

rent  allocation. 

Livestock  grazing 

is 

Eacing 

a 

0%  to  75%  reduct 

ion  in 

forage  and 

wildlife  forage  is 

be 

ng  inc 

se  by  over 

1734. 

We  do  not  bel 

leve  that 

one 

multiple  use  should  ha\ 

over  another  multi 

pie 

l'h< 

ot 

the  Taylor 

Gra: 

Federal 

Judge  Roger  Foley 

the 

recent  dec 

of  Fal 

vs.  Hodel  cv-s-86- 

64b 

that: 

"...  Congress  by  various  enactments  has  declared 
additional  purposes  for  which  Taylor  Grazing  Act  land 
will  be  managed  by  the  BLM,  there  is  no  indication  that 
Congress  has  repealed  the  Act's  primary  purpose  to 
manage  grazing  lands  so  as  to  stabilize  and  preserve 
the  livestock  industry. 


'I'll! 


has  rejected  the 
inferior  to  wild 


The  preferred  alternative  (and  Alternatives  B 
RMP/EIS  substantially  reduces  livestock  graz; 
multiple  uses  (primarily  big  game  and  fisher: 


and  C)  in  thi 


on  of  349  AUM's  livestock 
allotment  will  reduce  the 
imately  $17,450  (a 


forage  to  wildlife 


$50  per  AUM 


Assessment. 


|  Allocations   for   wildlife   she 

~'*     I  improvements   have   been   completed   a 

I  available.   The  increase  in  recent  big 

I  that  the  current  allocation  to  big  game 


populations  as  an  alternat 

Lve  during 

Cattle  grazing  improves  t 
and  winter  range  (Anderso 
mg  also  stimulates  browse 

le  quality 

n  and  Sche 

growth  b 

game  popula 


)f  big  game  forage  on 
zinger  1975)  .  Cattle 
giving  a  competitive 


iferred 


estock  grazing   resulting   from 
orce  many  livestock  operators  ou 

to  the  criteria  for  the  composi 

(Chapter  2  page  3) . 


BLM's  proposed  preferred  alternative 
of  the  Riddle  Ranch  base  property  associat 
permit  for  the  Riddle  Mountain.  Assuming 
a  50%  to  75%  reduction  in  active  preferenc 
of  $77,125  to  $115,690.  BLM's  preferred 
unreasonable  and  unacceptable  economic  d 
operation  and  livelihood. 


AH-.' 


reducing  the  size  of  our  operation  so  that  it  is  no  longer  an 
economical  unit.  Therefore,  we  request  that  if  Alternatives  A,  B 
or  C  are  considered  that  prior  to  issuing  the  Final  Three  Rivers 
Resource  Management  Plan  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  a 
"Takings  Implication  Assessment"  be  completed  as  authorized  by 
Executive  Order  12630  (see  the  November  8,  1988  Memorandum  to  all 
Assistant  Secretaries  and  Bureau  Directors  from  Secretary  of 
Interior,  Donald  P.  Hodel). 


['. !  ,!■"  ' 


A  1  r  ,- 


C  wi 


ilt 


value   $50   per  AUM  value,   the  k 

$2,257,100  to  $5,266,500.  This  is 
base  of  Harney  County.  The  tax  rai 
continue  to  provide  county  service: 

Ch.  4,  pages  13  -  18 


.d  not  have  higher  priority  for  forage  than 
Livestock  grazing  preferences  were  legally 
re  the  passage  of  the  Wild  Horse  and  Burro 


ire  above  appropriate  le^ 
>rse  populations  are  not  in 
management  areas  should  not 
al  Concern  unless 


advantage  of  browse  seedlings 
grasses   will   out   compete   b 
establishment  of  shrubs. 

Ch.  4.  pages  22  and  23 

Although  the  number  of  rapto 
seedings  are  established,  is  there  a 
or  density  of  prey  will  decline.   We 
amount  of  available  prey  and  hunting 
seedings  which  are  more  productive. 


prey  specu 
hypothe 


ay  decline  a 

■  that  the  t 
L  improve  in 


Ch.  4.  pages  2 


Z3 


Why  are  the 

surface  water  quality 

ratings 

so  much    lower  than 

Ltat  condition  ratings? 

e  Glossary,  water 

quality   is  def 

physici 

characteristics 

suitability  for  a 

We  assume  that  the 

reasoning  is  the 

ater  temperature  and  s 

ltation 

In  Deep  Creek, 

is  good  and  surface  w 

ity  is  poor.   We 

would  expect  that  if  the  aquatic  habil 

r,  stream  bed  and 

banks)   is  good 

that  the  surface  wat 

ty  for  fisheries 

should  be  good. 

For  additi 

:>nal  comments  to  aguat 

c  and  i 

see  our  comments 

concerning  surface  water  quali 

.y  above. 

Ch.  4.  oaaes  28 

and  29 

Playa  management  objectives  referenced  in  Appendix  3,  Table 
6  should  not  be  mentioned  until  they  are  identified.  Since  BLM 
has  not  defined  their  specific  concerns,  objectives  and 
management  actions  and  has  not  allowed  the  public 
playas  should  not  be  addressed  in  the  Draft  RMP/EIS. 

Ch.  4,  pages  30  to  34 


After  July  31 

most 

forbs  wi 

1  be  dormant,  and  effects 

nf 

grazing  on  dormant 

forbs 

will  be 

minimal.   Eliminating 

after  July  31  shoul 

i  have 

no  effect 

on  the  abundance  of  forbs. 

Prohibiting  a 

sion  of  ca 

ttle  to  sheep  in  bigho 

rn  sheep 

habitat  will  not  be 

lef  it 
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(We  suggest   rewordi 

lg   t 

particular  sentence 

on  Ch 

apter  4.  page 

that  providing  add 

11  be  detrimental  to 

ltat? 

sheep  generally  do  n 

3t  gr 

further  than  300  y 

rom  escape  cover  (cliffs) .   Th 

that  most  bighorn  sheep  h 

abitat  is 

in  steep,  rugged  terra 

in  wh< 

if 

cattle  generally  graze  ve 

ry  little. 
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The  BLM  proposed  livest 
provide  undisturbed  nesting 
there  any  evidence  that  n 
curlew  is  lower  ir 


If  redband  trout  and  Malheur  mottled  sculpin  habitat  are 
expected  to  be  impacted  positively  under  current  management 
(Alternative  D) ,  why  propose  to  remove  livestock  from  streams  and 
reservoirs  and  dramatically  alter  utilization  limits? 


4.  pages  35  to  41 


throughout  the  allotmen 

difficult  and  expensive 

Ch.  4,  pages  45  and  46 

We  are  not  convir 

grazing  will  improve  vi 

Ch.  A.    pages   4  6  and  4  7 

Cultural  clearance 
of  range  improvements. 

Ch.  4.  pages  68  -  69 

As  stated  above,  i 


iffect  livestock  operato 


ange   improve 


iniju  ove 
tie  and 
vestock 


alysis 


Jnded,   BLM 


Recently,  very  little  mor 
improvements.  For  Alternative 
improvements  will  cost  $2,287 
Chapter  4,  page  6  that  funding 
Many  of  the  range  improvements 
have  not  been  funded.   The  cost 


been  av 

ailable 

for 

range 

M    estimates  proposed 

,   BLM 

es   in 

tionable 

srnat 

5  Riley  EIS  (Alternat 

ve  D) 

ate  lor  A 

lternat 

ve  C 

Alternat 

ve  D. 

BLM 

should 

Playa  habitat  should  not  be  addressed 
until  specific  management  objectives  a 
described  and  the  public  is  allowed  to  commc 


Specie 


Many  of  the  publicly  owned  riparian  areas  in  allotment  have 
already  been  fenced  and  excluded  (or  will  be  excluded)  from 
livestock.  Livestock  should  not  be  excluded  from  any  pastures  in 
the  Riddle  Mountain  allotment  because  of  riparian  or  surface 


Vegetation  c 
aig  game  than  r 
Limiting,  deer  am 

Scherzinger  1975) 


•,,,1. 


nt  i 


I.i  l  J 


s    more  positive  impacts 
Until   snow  depth   becon 

;  and  browse  during  the  fa 

e  crested  wheatgrass  duri 
Livestock  grazing  improv 

nter   range   (Anderson  a 


The  10%  of  curre 

may  reduce  big  game 
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Appendix  12,  page  2 

Alternatives  A, 
agriculture  product i\ 
the  Three  Rivers  Resc 


Harney  County 


RECOMMENDATIONS 


For  the  reasons  described  above,  we  believe  that 
Alternatives  A,  B  and  C  should  not  be  implemented.  Current 
utilization  standards  and  grazing  systems  should  be  continued 
until  sufficient  and  appropriate  data  is  collected  and  analyzed. 
A  determination  can  then  be  made  whether  range  condition  and  soil 
stability  are  declining  under  current  management.  All  BLM  data 
and  analyses  in  Draft  RMP/EIS  and  Rangeland  Program  Summary 
updates  indicate  that  current  management  and  stocking  rates  have 
been  successful  and  will  continue  to  be  successful. 

BLM  should  begin  quadrat  frequency  (trend)  studies  to 
determine  the  long-term  changes  in  vegetation  and  range 
condition.  These  studies  are  recommended  and  described  in  BLM 
Technical  Reference  TR  4400-4  and  the  Nevada  Rangeland  Monitoring 
Handbook  (19e4).  If  frequency  studies  indicate  that  the  trend  in 
range  condition  is  declining,  current  utilization  standards, 
stocking  levels  and/or  grazing  management  should  be  adjusted. 
Conversely,  if  trend  improves,  utilization  standards  and  stocking 
levels  should  also  be  adjusted.   Until  such  a  monitoring  system 

20 


will  be  cut  drasti 
range  improvements 


improvements 
1  be  possible 


not  funded,   livestock 
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Alternative 


ing   systems, 
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rs  will  expand  their  operations 
ifter  livestock  reductions.  It 
1  approve  additional  loans  when 
ill  be  reduced  by  approximately 
n  suspension  or  eliminated  from 


The  most  likely  effect  of  BLM's  proposed 
and  C  is  that  many  ranchers  and  long  term  n 
County  will  be  forced  out  of  business. 


BLM  should 


;ider  the  impacts  i 
the  tax  base  of  Harney  County  (see  disc 
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EXHIBIT  1 

The  proposed  stocking  level  for  Alternative  C  during  the 
first  five  years  given  in  chapter  4.  page  11.  Table  4.6  is 
133,208  AUM's.  In  Table  2.1-11.  initial  stocking  levels  are 
proposed  to  be  139,851  AUM's.  However,  if  the  Draft  RMP/EIS 
(Alternative  C)  is  implemented,  livestock  stocking  levels  may 
reduced  to  50,000  AUM's  or  less,  a  65%  or  greater  cut.   This 
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;  for  the  assumed  50%  and  70%  overall 
aspectively.   BLM  proposes  to  reallocate 
ack  forage  to  wildlife.   Authorized 
Livestock  grazing  will  be  reduced  so  that  the  total  of  livestock 
jrazing  and  wildlife  will  not  exceed  the  desired  stocking  level 
(from  the  formula).   Therefore,  BLM  has  the  potential  of 
Initially  reducing  livestock  stocking  levels  to  70,399  AUM's  (53 
;ut)  to  49,564  AUM's  (67%  cut)  or  perhaps  even  lower  stocking 


('ir 
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's  (59%  cut) 


Appendix  11-14 


,...,, 


It'  .'*■-.  ..-| 


the    28,937 


from  the  excluded  area 
utilization  based  adjustment.  Previous  stocking  rates  in  the 
excluded  area  will  be  reduced.  After  livestock  are  returned  to 
the  excluded  areas  and  if  proposed  range  improvements  were  not 
funded,  BLM  authorized  stocking  levels  would  be  roughly  87,761 
AUM's  (42*  cut)  and  61,966  AUM's  (59*  cut)  assuming  the  50*  and 
70*   overall   utilization  values,    respectively. 


with  range    improvements 
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70882    AUM's     (53*    cut) 
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Temperature,    sediment  and   turbidity  can  be   reduced,   or  at   least  not 
Increased,    by  as   little  as  0.25-mlle   of  good  condition  streamslde 
rtparlan.    Effects  of    these    Improvements  on  the  entire  stream  are 
dependent   upon  many   factors    including,    but   not    limited   to,    size  and 
length  of   good   condition   portions,    position  of   the  good  condition 
areas  along   the  entire   stream  and  water  quality  as    It  enters   the  good 
condition  areas.   Many  other  Federal,    State  and   private  entitles  are 
currently  working   to  restore   their   riparian  habitats   to  better 
conditions.   These   efforts,    in   combination,   will   result    In  positive 

Priorities  may  be  set  through  the  land  use  planning  process.  Big  game 
population   levels  are   set   by  management   unit   by  the  Oregon  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Commission.    These    levels  are  determined   through  a  public 
involvement   process.   Currently,    these   levels  are   below  the   biological 
carrying  capacity  of   resource   base.   Appropriate  management   levels  of 
wild  horses  and   burros   were   set   through   previous   planning  processes. 
The  RMP   is  not   proposing  any   changes   In  these   herd    levels.    Section 
102(a)7   and   Section  202(c)l   of   FLPMA  require   that  management  be  on 
the  basis  of  multiple-use  and   sustained  yield.   Wild  horse  and  burro 
numbers  and    livestock  numbers   will   be  adjusted    In  accordance  with  the 
results  of  monitoring  studies  and   allotment  evaluations.  Adjustments 
In   livestock  use   will   be  made  as   provided   for   In  43  CFR  4110.3  - 
4110.3-3.   Wild   horse  and   burro  levels  will  not   be   lower  than  the 
established   minimum  numbers    In   order    to  maintain   viability. 
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See  Proposed  Plan  management  ac 
utilization  and  grazing  system; 
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izatlon  levels  are  found  in 
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kefn 
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references  are  named:  Riparian  Area  Management;  A  Selected,  Annotate 
Bibliography  of  Riparian  Area  Management  and  Riparian  Area 
Management;  Grazing  Management  In  Riparian  Areas.  Copies  are 
available  from:  Bureau  of  Land  Management;  Service  Center;  SC-658B; 
P.O.  Box  25047;  Denver,  Colorado  80225-0047.  Additionally,  poor  wate 
quality  does  not  preclude  habitation  by  fish.  Streams  with  poor  wate 
quality  experience  shifts  in  species  composition,  diversity  and 
abundance  to  species  more  tolerant  of  poor  water  quality. 


The  Three  Rivers  RMP  addresses  both  the  old  Drewsey  planning  area  an 
the  old  Riley  planning  area.  While  significant  progress  has  been  mad 
In  some  programs  through  the  previous  planning  (since  its  approval, 
over  $1  million  have  been  invested  in  the  Drewsey  area  -  such 
investments  have  not  been  made  in  the  Riley  area),  significant 
management  problems  or  concerns  remain  unresolved.  Among  these  are 
forage  allocations  for  elk,  special  management  areas,  water  quality, 
fire  management,  etc.  Where  efforts  to  resolve  these  concerns  would 
affect  livestock  operations,  grazing  use  would  be  adjusted  only  on 
the  basis  of  approved  monitoring  and  evaluation  procedures  with  the 
opportunity  for  full  participation  by  affected  interests. 
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See  Appendix  1,  Table  11  Monitoring  Methods. 
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All  grazing  use  adjustments  will  be  made  on  the  basis  of  approved 
monitoring  and  evaluation  procedures  with  the  opportunity  for  full 
participation  by  affected  interests.  Future  monitoring  and  evaluation 
activities  will  be  adjusted,  where  appropriate,  to  conform  with 
management  objectives  established  through  this  RMP  on  an  allotment  by 
allotment  basis. 
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Refer   to  response  2-25. 

The   planning   issue   identified   in  Chapte 
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»r  (Jackson 


1978,  Lusby  1979) 


grazing  management, 
been  revised.  See  Table 


RA. 


Wildlife  species  listed  in  the  special  status  species  table  were 
provided  by  the  USFWS.  The  planning  area  is  within  previous  ranges 
habitat  may  exist  for  those  species  not  currently  known  to  exist  in 
the  area.  Management  actions  have  been  outlined  for  those  species 
known  to  exist  or  whose  recovery  is  dependant  upon  reestablishment 


Many  factors  determine  big  game  population  levels  at  any  given  time. 
Some  of  these  factors  are  harvest  levels,  sex  of  animals  harvested, 
climatic  conditions  and  habitat  conditions.  Rocky  Mountain  elk  and 
pronghorn  antelope  populations  have  increased  in  the  past  10  years 
while  mule  deer  populations  have  declined. 
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It  is  correct  that  a  reasonable  variety  of  alternatives  mu 
considered  in  the  DRMP/DEIS  and  that  they  must  be  sufflcie 
distinct  as  to  represent  a  clear  choice.  Such  requirements 
do  not  preclude  having  management  actions  which  are  common 
or  all  alternatives  (this  was  noted  in  the  DRMP/DEIS,  p.  2 
Detailed  Description  of  the  Alternatives).  This  is  particu 
for  example,  where  legal  requirements  (as  with  air  quality 
2.1,  p.l)  do  not  provide  for  varying  levels  of  compliance, 
substantial  differences  between  the  overall  alternatives  a 
presented  in  PRMP/FEIS  summary. 
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where   needed.   The  Bureau   is  also   required   to   reduce  active  use   If   the 
use  exceeds   livestock   carrying  capacity  as  determined   through 
monitoring.    Increases  and  decreases   in  active  use  will  be  allocated 
In  accordance  with  43  CFR  4110.3-1  and  -2  and  Oregon  BLM  Manual 
Supplement   4100. 06G.    Refer    to  Appendix    3,    Table   6,    DRMP/DEIS. 
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response  2-5. 
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Poor  water  quality  has  immediate  effects 
water  resources.  Degraded  water  resources 
with  adverse  impacts  in  related  riparian 
cover  and  associated  water  quality  deteri 
diversity,  density,  health  and  performanc 
riparian  cover  would  increase  streambank 
sediment  loads;  and  adversely  Impair  fish 
respiration  and   reproduction. 
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See  Appendix  2  and  Appendix  6,  Table  2,  DRMP/DEIS. 

field  monitoring  103.15  miles  of  streams,  82  percent  of  the  RA,  and 
from  data  published  by  DEQ  in  1988  as  a  Statewide  Assessment  of 
Nonpolnt  Sources  of  Water  Pollution. 

For  consistency  between  water  quality,  aquatic  and  riparian  habitat 
condition  classes,  DEQ  classes  of  severe,  moderate  and  no  problem 
were  converted  to  BLM  classes  of  poor,  fair  and  good.  Streams  listed 
with  DEQ  as  having  no  data  were  assessed  with  BLM  data  when 
available,  or  listed  in  the  tables  with  a  question  mark  (?)  if  no 
data  existed. 

The  excellent,  good,  fair  and  poor  condition  ratings  were  developed 
by  Bowers  et  al.,  1979,  and  Binns  1982  (see  Appendix  6,  Table  2, 
DRMP/DEIS);  and  have  no  similarity  to  range  condition  ratings. 


trend  data  for  surface  water  quality  and  aquatic  and 
riparian  habitat  were  collected  seasonally  from  select  streams  and 
riparian  areas  in  the  RA.  Details  of  riparian  inventory  methodology 
were  presented  in  Appendix  2.  Data  used  to  develop  tables  presented 
in  the  DRMP/DEIS  were  collected  through  1988. 

Instream  water  quality,  aquatic  and  riparian  habitat  evaluations  wer. 
derived  differently  and  would  not  necessarily  coincide  (see  response 
2-3).  The  BLM  does  not  have  any  estimates  of  variance  or  associated 
sampling  error. 

Though  there  were  no  streams  with  good  or  better  water  quality 
ratings  in  the  Three  Rivers  RA,  data  indicate  good  conditions  In 
aquatic  habitats  with  restricted  livestock  use  (see  Appendix  6,  Tabl. 
1,  DRMP/DEIS:  Aquatic  Habitat,  i.e.,  Deep  Creek,  Stinkingwater  Creek 
-  Upper  Mountain  Allotment,  Smyth  Creek).  BLM  -  Best  Management 
Practices  recognize  the  Importance  of  protection  and  restoration  of 
riparian  communities  and  their  direct  impact  on  aquatic  habitats  and 
water  quality.  With  proper  livestock/riparian  ecosystem  management, 
surface  water  quality  ratings  within  the  RA  are  improvable  to  DEQ 


Refer 


2-5. 


,  Map  S-2  are  general  in 
nature  and  do   not  address   specific   active  erosion   problems.   Paragraph 
1  of   the  Soil   Section  on  p.    3-3  states:    "General  soils  information 
has   been  provided   in  lieu  of   specific   information."   Furthermore,    soil 
erosion  was   not   the  only  criterion  used   to  develop  utilization 
standards.   Refer   to   the   section  title  Management  Conflicts  and 
Concerns   on   p.    3-16    for  more    information. 
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The  Three  Rivers 
wildlife  species 
riparian  habitat 


Given  the  poor  condition  of  surface  flowing  waters  in  the  RA,  the 
Preferred  Alternative  focused  on  the  protection,  restoration  and 
enhancement  of  aquatic  and  riparian  habitats  to  the  extent  possible 
under  guidelines  promulgated  by  FLPMA.  Additionally,  one  would  not 
necessarily  expect  crop  production  to  decline  due  to  poor  water 
quality.  Poor  water  quality  and  nutrient  enrichment  may  Increase  hay 


Though  the  Thr 
quality,  the  A 


Rivers  RA 


irs  currently  fenced  have  ■ 
See  page  4-4,  DRMP/DEIS. 


The  reservation  cited  (p.  4 
This  passage  should  read  as 

which  have  been  analyzed  in 
funded."  The  planning  team 


■11. Ml 


prin 


ilyze  Alt 


tatlon  of  grazing  s 
previous  planning, 

e  being  fully  lmple 

s  proposed  in  Alternative  A,  DRMP/DEIS, 

d  antelope  ranges,  respectively. 

justments,  both  upward  and  downward,  will 
ng  and  evaluation  process.  Such 
th  the  opportunity  for  the  full 

affected  interests.  The  object  of  such 
management  objectives  established  for  the 


Permittees 

,,iaK 

forage   1 
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what 

the   costs  would   be 
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they  would  have   to   travel 

.    It   1 

pos 

sible  th. 

it  ex 

lstlng  sy 

.terns 

rould 

be  modified 

which  could   c 

hange 

pen 

There 

fting 

sing  use 

between  allot 

the  practice 

is  fully  supp 

orted 

by 

the  Oregon  Ma 

nual   Supplement 

he   Allocatio 

of  Addltiona 

Forage  Perm 

inent 

ly  Available   fo 

Livestock  Grazing  Use. 

2-66 
2-67 


2-69 
2-70 
2-71 
2-72 
2-73 


Refer  to  response  2-7. 

Utilization  levels  will  not  be  greater  for  HMAa.  The  levels  listed 
the  alternatives  were  established  to  show  that  use  by  either 
livestock  or  wild  horses  would  not  exceed  the  sustained  yield  of  an 
of  the  HMAs.  The  utilization  standard  for  all  uplands  has  been 
changed  as  per  response  2-7. 

These  utilization  levels  have  been  removed  from  the  final  proposed 
action.  They  were  used  for  analysis  purposes  only.  Actual  utlllzati 
standards  will  not  be  greater  In  the  HMAa. 


response  2- 


to  be  4 
30,207 


horse  populations  are  above  appropriate 
f  the  West.  The  Seventh  Annual  Report  to 
he  total  population  of  wild  horses  and  burr 
the  appropriate  management  level  (AML)  is 
shows  horses  in  Oregon  to  be  586  head  over 


cember  8,  1989, 
AML.  It  Is  als 


1,770  head,  whic 


tinue  gathering  excess 


The  BLM  does  plan  and  is  mandated  by  the  Wild  and  Free-Roaming  Hors 
and  Burro  Act  to  control  population  levels  to  maintain  a  thriving, 
natural  ecological  balance  with  all  resources.  Wild  horse  numbers  a 
well  as  livestock  and  wildlife  numbers  may  have  to  be  adjusted  In 
some  cases  to  maintain  this  balance.  Any  area  that  has  been 
determined  to  meet  the  relevance  and  importance  criteria  outlined  i 
FLPMA  and  BLM  Manual  1613. IB. 3  may  be  nominated  as  an  ACEC.  Based  o 
staff  review,  It  has  been  determined  the  Klger  Mustang  ACEC 
nomination  meets  these  criteria.  These  wild  horses  are  unique  to  th 
area  and  have  received  national  recognition  as  being  historically 

area  of  66,244  acres  originally  nominated  should  be  managed  as  the 
Klger  Mustang  ACEC. 

Refer  to  response  2-6. 


sponse  2-10. 


2-51 
2-52 


2-59 
2-60 


The  Burns  Dls 


appropriated    by   Congress    nor  over   grazing   fe 

See  Proposed  Plan  management  action  GM-1.1   f 
prioritization  criteria. 

See  also   response   2-36. 

-53 

Refer   to   response   2-7. 

-54 

Refer   to   response   2-7. 

!-55 

Refer   to  response  2-7. 

-56 

See  Appendix   1,   Table   11,   PRMP/FEIS  for  a  dl 

monitoring  methods  and 


sponse  2-56. 
sponse  2-7. 


under  the  Preferred  Al 


ted  in  the  DRMP/DEIS  Indicates  that, 
ive,  potential  grazing  use  adjustmen 

long-term,  nearly  70  percent  of  the  existing 

This  is  clearly  consistent  with  Socioeconomic 
number  3,  "Provide  for  the  continued  opportuni 
tions  typical  of  the  American  western  heritage 


(emphas 

is  added). 

2-62 

The  eco 

nomlc    Impac 

2-63 

Takings 

ImpUcatic 

Federal  agencies  in  evaluating  actions  whi 

the  use  or  value  of  private  property.  Private  property  refers  to  all 

property  protected  by  the  Just  Compensation  Clause  of  the  Fifth 

create  any  right,  title  or  interest  In  the  public  lands  (43  U.S.C 
315b).  The  courts  have  therefore  held  that  grazing  licenses  and 
permits  may  be  revoked  without  payment  of  compensation.  Osborne  v 
United  States,  145  F.2d  893  (9th  Cir.  1944).  In  addition,  the  Unl 
States  Is  not  required  to  compensate  for  any  element  of  value  based 


upon  the  use  of  priva 
L.Ed. 2d  16  (1973) 


atlon  with  the 
-d  States  v.  Fuller,  409  U.S.  488,  35 
he  fact  that  grazing  licenses  and 
mits  as  well  as  associated  elements  of  value  in  base  properties 
not  private  property  protected  by  the  Just  Compensation  Clause, 
is  clear  that  E.0.  12630  and  the  requirement  for  the  preparation 
Takings  Implication  Assessments  are  inapplicable  to  planning 
ivlties  involving  BLM  grazing  licenses  and  permits. 


Boula  and  Sharp  (1985)  found  that  the  Lone  Rabbit  crested  wheatgrass 
seeding  near  Riley  yielded  fewer  species  and  lower  total  biomass  than 
the  two  sampled  sagebrush  types  in  the  same  vicinity.  Also,  as  noted 
on  p.  4-23  of  the  DRMP/DEIS,  hunting  may  become  easier  for  some - 
species,  due  to  less  small  mammal  hiding  cover.  The  predicted  impact 
from  the  proposed  seedings  was  negligible.  Combined  with  the  other 
proposed  actions  of  the  Preferred  Alternative,  a  low  positive  impact 
to  raptors  was  predicted  as  shown  in  Table  4.16,  p.  4-23  of  the 
DRMP/DEIS. 


-75 

Refer   to  response  2-3. 

-76 

Refer  to   response   1-19. 

-77 

The  word   "respectively"   should  have   been  added   to   these   sentences. 

-78 

The   bighorn  sheep  range  outlined  on  Map  SS-1   in  both   the   DRMP/DEIS 

and  PRMP/FEIS,    includes   the  known   travelways  used   by   the  sheep.   The 

tops  and   steep  side   slopes   of  Bartlet  and  Upton  Mountains  and   the 

rough   canyons  along  the  Middle   Fork  of   the  Malheur  River  are  where 

the  sheep  live  except  for   travel   between  these  areas.   Currently,    n 

known  competition  for  forage,   water,   cover  or  space  exists  on 

Bartlett  or  Upton  Mountains  or  along  the  Middle   Fork.    It   is  felt   t\ 

competition  could   result   from   Increased   livestock  water  being 

developed   In  these   three  areas.   The  Proposed  Plan  calls  for  the 

long-term  enhancement  of   bighorn  sheep  habitat   in  these  areas.   Futi 

projects   of  all  types   will   be  evaluated   on  a  case-by-case   basis   to 

ensure    the  health  of   the  sheep  and   their  habitat  are  not   jeopardize 

bighorn  sheep  becaus 


(1981)  found  that  curlews  in  southeast  Washington  chose 
which  were  predominantly  cheatgrass/Sandberg's  bluegras 
did  not  present  visual  barriers. 


Most  documented  long-billed  curlew  nest 
place  in  crested  wheatgrass  seedings.  I 
two-thirds  of  the  area  in  the  seedings 

trampling. 


planning  area  takes 
lat  grazing  up  to 

:Idental  nest 


Redband  trout  and  M 
negatively  impacted 
associated  with  pro 
progress  toward  res 
inhabited  by  these 


tied 


culpin  habitat  would  not  be 
ander  Alternative  D  due  to  habitat  improvement 
acts  already  initiated.  However,  insufficient 
aration  of  poor  and  fair  aquatic  habitats 
;nsltive  species  would  result  from  selection  o 
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The  road  closures  In  the  Proposed  Plan  would  be  on  a 
basis  and  would  be  reviewed  by  an  Interdisciplinary 
have  public  review  through  the  EA  process.  No  roads 
administration  or  fire  protection  would  be  closed. 


Reduction  of   llvest 

ock  grazing   in  c 

ertain  places   will 

improve   visual 

resources.  The  amou 

nt  and  degree   of 

grazing  is  an   important 

consideration  when 

evaluating   the   visual   Impacts   Incur 

red  as 

well  as 

the  development   nee 

essary   to 

manage 

livestock  grazing 

VRM  areas  represent 

the   re  la 

lve   va 

lue  of   the   visual   I 

esources,   Class 

I  and  II   being   the 

d,   Cla 

5s   III   representing 

value  and  Class   IV 

jorltj 

of 

Bureau-administered 

lands   ar 

managed  as  Class   IV  wher 

objective 

is  to  provide  for  m 

anagement 

actlvl 

ties   which  require 

major 

existing 

ter  of   the  landscap 

e.   The 

level   of 

change   to   the   chara 

landsc 

ape   can  be  high.    Th 

ese   ma 

nagement 

nate    the 

lew  and   be   the  major   focu 

s   of   V 

every  at 

empt    s 

niralzf 

lnlmal 

disturbance,    and   re 

e   basic  elements   of   form 

line 

and   texture   which  < 

a  character  of   the 

landscape   is 

perceived. 

Specific  places  (such  as  riparian  areas,  s 
Wilderness  Study  Areas,  Scenic  Byways  and 
highways)  which  may  be  visually  sensitive 
objective  to  improve  or  preserve  the  natur 
true,  reduced  livestock  grazing  and/or  rem 
periods  of  time  does  Improve  visual  resour 
streambank  erosion,  overgrazed  areas,  live 


ACECs 


entration  areas 


places  does  impact  scenic 


It  Is  true  that  cultural  res 
the  planning  phase  prior  to 
surface-disturbing  projects, 
Impacts  to  cultural  sites  th 
interest  cannot  be  modified 
may  be  impacted  upon  complet 
costly  procedures  detailed  1 


onducted  during 


which  are  commonly  redesigned 
js  found.  When  projects  in  the 
to  avoid  impacts  to  cultural  si 
Lon  of  the  comprehensive  and,  a 
i  36  CFR  800. 


2-84 

J -85 


Refer 


It  Is  true  that  full  funding  has  n 
improvements.  Without  additional  r 
would  be  reduced  approximately  11 
Information  on  funding.  Also,  refe 


it  been  available  for  range 
inge  Improvements,  grazing  levels 
>ercent.  Refer  to  response  2-52  for 
■  to  response  2-9. 
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raita 

ire 
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real  or   personal   prope 

permittee, 

thus 

x  purposes. 

Changes 

personal  p 

ropert 
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that   would 

follow  lmpl« 

mentatl 

management 

alter 

o  Action  Al 

cally 

BLM   payment 

s   in  lieu  oi 

County  are 

not  e 
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ted   to 

hange   subst 

antially. 

Nature  jB^ 
£omervancy 

Oregon  Field  Office 

1205  NW-  25th  Avenue 
Portland,  Oregon  97210 
503  228-9561 

January    12,    1990 

Josh  Warburton,    District   Manager 
Bureau   of    Land   Management 
HC    74-12533,    Highway    20W 


comment  on  the  Thr 
you  are  aware,  the 
during  the  inventc 
and  evaluate  poter 
Resource   Area.      We 


Conservancy 


planning   process   tc 


al  Research  Natural  Areas  in  th 
are  quite  pleased  with  this  arr 
sen   in  the  proposed  RNAs   found 


Before  we  make  specific  comments  about  the  plan  it  is  importa 
to  note  we  feel  that  this  is  the  most  comprehensible  and 
comprehensive  RMP  that  has  come  out  of  the  BLM  in  Oregon.  Th 
detailed  Table  2.1  incorporates  management  directives  that  ar 
easy  to  identify,  understand  and  compare  between  alternatives 
We  think  this  style  of  RMP  will  set  a  precedent  for  all  other 
RMPs  in  this  cycle  of  planning.  Congratulations  are  in  order 
Jay  Carlson  and  the  staff   for  a   job  well   done. 


RNA/ACECS 

As   noted  above  we  were  pleased 

to  see  that  our  RNA/ACEC 

recommendations  were   included 

in   the   RMP,    however,    we   have    some 

particular    issues   that    need   tc 

be  discussed  abo 

These   sites   and   related   issues 

are: 

1)      Foster  Flat  RNA/ACEC— The 

original  nominati 

>n   included   1870 

acres   which   encompassed    the   er 

Foster   Flat.       In 

recommended  RNA  w 

is    noted   at    720 

acres.      There  was  no   justifica 

in   acreage.       Furthermore,    ther 

e    is   no    logical   way   to   design   this 

RNA   other   than   the    original    proposal    of    1870   ac 

-es  that   includes 

the   entire   playa.      The   RNA   Committee   has   worked 

insuring   that   all    RNAs   have   v 

able,    defensible 

boundaries   that 

will  both  protect  the  target  i 

esource   and    integrate   the 

The  RA  uses  methods  approved   in  Bureau  manuals,   guidance  and   policy 
for  determining  condition  and  carrying  capacity.   The  estimated 
capacity   listed   In  DRMP/DEIS,  Appendix  3,   Table   6,   were   projections 
only.   Carrying  capacity  will   be  calculated  and  analyzed   in  allotment 
evaluations. 

PRMP/FEIS,    Appendix    1,    Table    11,    has   been   included    to  provide  an 
explanation  of  methodology   used    to  determine    carrying  capacity  as 

Fifteen  hundred   acres  of   big  game   range   in  the  Riddle  Mountain  and 


The  special  status  species  map  has  been  revised.  See  Map  SS-1  of  the 
Proposed   Plan.   Also,    refer   to   response  2-34. 

The  Proposed  Plan  calls   for  maintenance   of  85   percent   of   the  current 
browse  on  winter  range    (see  Table  2.1-21).   A  cursory   literature 
review  did  not   reveal  any  evidence   that   the  400-acre  size   limit  on 
vegetative  conversions  would   be  detrimental   to  big  game  productivity. 

Refer  to   responses  2-7   and  2-9. 

The  Three  Rivers  RA  uses  a  Nearest  Plant  trend  method  as  outlined  in 
the  Oregon  Rangeland  Monitoring  Handbook.  This  method  is  similar  in 
concept   to  the   frequency  method.   Refer   to   response  2-87. 


Monitoring  of   sediment, 


riparian  vegeta 


responses   2-7   and   2-87. 


management   of 

site  and 
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surrounding 

public    lands.       Foster 

Flat    is   perhaps   t 

ally  well-def 

ined   RNA    imaginable   as 

desert   playa. 
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so  a   significant  sage 

grouse    site    s 

that  prot 
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site  fulfills  the  Aquat 
permanent  pond  in  the  E 
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that  Squaw  Lake  does  nc 
Table  3.16  (p.  3-48) ,  u 
category,  because  there 
uplands  that  have  big  g 
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itat  for  Sp 


t  and 
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lgh  quality 


continued  to  impact  the 
management  we  believed 
We  encourage  the  Distri 


ried  forward 


cing.     We  selected  Squaw  Lake 
E  existing  RNAs  in  the  steens  and 
»ble  addition  to  the  RNA  system.   We 

ar  pond  but  through  proper 

le  site  could  be  naturally  restored. 

reconsider  the  site  in  the  final 


undisputed  ci 

ltural    values   but   als 

3  has   significant   nat 
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1 

for  RNAs  we  eva 
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he  Stinkingwater  Moun 
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nd 
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f  two 

physiographic 
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ACEC  designation  should  accomplish 

til 

management. 

4)    Silver  Creek  RNA  Addition—In  Table   2.1    (p.  2.1 

-34-35 
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emphasis  to  the  exchange  process  as  well. 

Wild  E  Scenic  Rivei s 

The  analysis  of  Wild  &  Scenic  Rivers  in  the  RMP  seems  quite  sh 
sighted  with  regards  to  the  Middle  Fork  of  the  Malheur  River, 
segment  A.  This  area  includes  the  Malheur-Bluebucket  WSA  and 
private  lands  upstream  from  the  WSA  which  has  outstanding  valu 
for  both  scenery,  recreation  potential,  fisheries  including 
redband  trout,  and  ecological  diversity.  If  one  was  to  includ 
the  downstream  river  canyon  (for  approximately  1.5  miles  on 
private  land)  as  well  as  Bluebucket  Creek  and  the  river  segmen 


llcl 


ver  that  surely  qual 
jacent  portion  of  th 
rvice  lands  upstream 
ngth  of  designated  r 


ugh  prior 
:ho  Malhei 


Wildlife  habita 
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^rested  wheatgr 
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on  grazing  managem 
proposal  to  seed  4 
e  a  negative  impact 


River  o 
jch  that 

tus.   The 
the  total 
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tent 
be  c 

This  resour 
of  the  strea 
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te  as 

we] 

1.   The 

the  District  utili 


i  ] ._-  c  t : 


t  could  also  be  strengthened  in  the  preferred 
pecial  wildlife  species  needs.  Alternative  A 
trict  requirements  for  habitat  protect 
rfs  nesting  habitat  and  for  sage  grouse 
Id  also  be  implemented  for  the  prefern 

efforts  made  to  protect  and  enhance  h. 

Malheur  sculpin  are  commendable  in  th' 


ttin 


iferred  alter 


and  will 


it  cd 


fits  to 


wildlife  species  that  utilize 

these  habitats. 

There  is  also  a  need  to  speci 

'ically  identify  snowy  pic 

highlighted  in  the  Vegetation 

section  of  Table  2.1  but 

plovers  are  not  mentioned  her 

2  nor  in  the  Special  Stati 

section.   Grazing  should  be  r 

=stricted  from  plover  hab 

the  nesting  season.   There  ar 

nearby  seeding  projects.   It 

s  detrimental  to  have  see 

playas  as  livestock  use  will 

should  seedings  be  allowed  ne 

ir  playas. 

Special  status  plant  species 

respect  to  grazing  restrictio 

is  in  the  preferred  alterr 

ie  Interdisciplinary  team  det 
>r  Foster  Flat  could  be  met  i 
>wever,  It  is  likely  that  few 
larger  area  designated.  It  w 


ined  that  the  relevant  cell  needs 
geographical  area  of  720  acres. 

nanageraent  conflicts  will  arise  with 
be  necessary  to  construct  the 
itly  flooded 


exclusion  fence  on  the  uplands  beyond  the  intermittent 
playa  area  to  avoid  excessive  fence  maintenance  problems.  Therefore 
the  interdisciplinary  team  has  subsequently  determined  that  an  area 
of  2,690  acres  will  need  to  be  designated.  This  takes  into  account 
providing  for  dependable  water  sources  for  livestock  and  wild  horse 
reasonable  transportation  through  this  locality,  allowance  for  wild 
horse  movement,  and  enhancement  of  Important  habitat  for  sage  grous 


Refer 
Refer 


sponse  1-26. 


The  Biscuitroot  Cultural  ACEC  will  be  designated  to  afford  protection 
to  traditional  sociocultural  values  associated  with  certain  natural 
floral  resources  of  the  area.  This  will  also  protect  other  natural 
habitats  and  plant  communities  that  are  present  at  this  juncture  of 
major  physiographic  provinces. 

The  integrity  of  the  proposed  Silver  Creek  RNA/ACEC  Addition  requires 
the  designation  of  the  entire  area  as  a  unit.  Natural  resource  values 
and  research  designs  could  be  affected  by  uncontrolled  variables 
originating  from  or  enhanced  by  private  land  activities.  Protection 
here,  as  In  the  existing  Silver  Creek  RNA/ACEC,  would  probably  be 
afforded  by  perimeter  boundary  fencing.  Realistically,  excessive 
fencing  and  fence  removal  projects  cannot  be  considered.  In  order  to 
minimize  the  resource  and  management  difficulties  inherent  in 
designating  discontiguous  parcels,  it  is  appropriate  to  successfully 
acquire  the  private  inholding  as  the  key  to  establishing  the  new  and 
larger  Silver  Creek  RNA/ACEC,  including  Silver  Creek  RNA/ACEC 


The  planning  team  conducted  a  thorough  assessment  of  the  rivers  in 
the  RA  for  possible  Inclusion  in  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System. 
Only  a  portion  of  this  assessment  was  published  in  the  DRMP/DEIS.  To 
provide  a  more  in-depth  presentation  of  this  analysis,  details  have 
been  drawn  from  the  original  background  documentation  of  the  study 
and  can  be  found  In  the  PRMP/FEIS,  Tables  2.17  -  2.20  of  the 
PRMP/FEIS.  This  detailed  presentation  provides  the  basis  for  the  BLM 
recommendation  for  Segment  A,  Middle  Fork  of  the  Malheur/Bluebucket 

Refer 


esponse  2-79. 


Refer 

Crawford  and  Lutz  (1985)  found  that  sage  grouse  productivity  measures 
(chicks/adult,  chicks/brood,  and  percent  of  adults  with  broods) 
decreased  by  nearly  80  percent  since  1940.  Sage  grouse  chick  diets  at 
Hart  Mountain  National  Antelope  Refuge  were  composed  chiefly  of 
native  forb  leaves,  flowers  and  immature  fruits  (Pyle  personal 
communications).  It  is  felt  that  nest  site  protection  and  improved 
Eorb  abundance  and  availability  which  would  result  from  the  Proposed 
Plan  will  enhance  sage  grouse  habitat  and  production.  However, 
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implemented  as  research  findings 
response  1-15. 


Creek  (East  Warm  Springs 
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available.  Also,  refer  to 


monitoring  of  special  status  species, 
are  in  the  Proposed  Plan.  At  this  time, 
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Actions  for  inventory  an 
Including  plant  species, 


Known  snowy  plover  nesting  habitat  is  shown  on  Map  SS-1,  of  the 
Proposed  Plan.  These  populations  have  been  discovered  and  monitored 
through  coordinated  inventory  and  nesting  plover  counts. 

Snowy  plovers  prefer  sparsely  or  unvegetated  playa  margins  which 
generally  receive  little  cattle  use  prior  to  July  1  yearly.  Specific 
livestock  grazing  treatments  on  snowy  plover  nesting  habitat  will  be 
developed  during  the  grazing  system  formulation  proposed  for  the  West 
Warm  Springs  Allotment.  Also,  refer  to  response  1-19. 

Refer  to  response  1-16. 

Experience  on  streams  with  poor  condition  riparian  in  the  planning 
area  has  shown  that  5  years  of  nonuse  by  livestock  results  In 
Improved  vigor  and  condition.  Some  of  these  riparian  areas  are 
currently  grazed  in  the  spring.  This  combination  has  shown  that 
recovery  can  continue  in  a  manner  that  would  meet  the  objective  in 
most  cases.  Also,  see  management  actions  WL  6.1,  6.2  and  6.3  of  the 
Proposed  Plan. 


standards  have  been  added 


the  Proposed  Plan.  See 
Management  Action  WL  6.6. 

43  CFR  3809.1-4(b)(3)  provides  for  submission  and  approval  of  a  plan 
of  operations  In  designated  ACECs  prior  to  commencing  mining 
activity.  Plans  of  operations  will  be  modified  in  accordance  with  43 
CFR  3809.1-6  if  the  proposed  activity  is  inconsistent  with  the 
purposes  for  which  the  ACEC  was  designated.  See  the  Proposed  Plan. 

Emphasis  on  land  exchanges  and  consolidation  would  generally  occur  In 
areas  identified  as  Zone  1  on  Map  LR.-1.  Implementation  priorities 
have  been  included  in  the  Proposed  Plan  which  establishes  general 
guidelines  for  land  tenure  adjustment  actions.  See  Table  2.27.  Other 
management  actions  including  WL  5.3,  WL  6.5  direct  that  emphasis  be 
placed  on  exchanges  and  acquisitions  which  increase  the  acreage  of 
wetland,  riparian  and  recreational  values  in  public  ownership. 
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The  Bureau  has  implemented  fire  management  tactics  consistent  with 
Departmental,  Bureau  of  Land  Management  policy  In  accordance  with 
appropriate  State  and  Federal  laws  and  regulations.  Suppression 


The  BLM  acknowledges  only  two  fire  types,  wildfire  and  prescribed 
fire.  Any  fire  that  does  not  have  an  approved  prescribed  fire  plan 
completed  prior  to  ignition  is  considered  a  wildfire.  Suppression  of 
wildfire  is  a  high  priority  Bureau  activity.  A  wildfire  must  have 
appropriate  action  taken  to  suppress  it.  Appropriate  action  will  be 
based  upon  preplanned  analysis  consistent  with  land  management 
objectives,  including  the  threat  to  life  and  property.  Fire 
suppression  actions  must  be  planned  and  executed  to  minimize 
suppression  costs  plus  resource  losses,  consistent  with  management 
objectives.  An  Escaped  Fire  Analysis  will  be  prepared  to  govern 
suppression  actions  for  all  escaped  fires  (those  which  exceed  initial 
attack  actions). 

When  multiple  large  wildfires  are  experienced,  priority  will  be  given 

are  greatest  (BLM  Manual  9200. 06A  Protection  Policy). 

Resource  values  at  risk  (see  Map  FM-1,  page  3-37,  DRMP/DEIS)  are 
established  through  an  interdisciplinary  team  effort  that  considers 

forage,  recreation,  cultural,  botanical,  improvements,  Intangible 
resources,  special  use  areas  and  landownership.  All  of  these  elements 
must  be  considered  when  developing  fire  plans. 

Prescribed  fire  under  the  Preferred  Alternative  is  allowed  on  96 
percent  (1,180,114  acres)  of  all  public  lands  within  the  RA.  The  two 
major  restricting  factors  of  the  prescribed  fire  program  are  smoke 
emissions  and  funding.  This  alternative  also  provides  for  the  use  of 
conditional  suppression  on  462,080  acres  of  land  in  value  classes  1 
and  2.  These  conditional  suppression  areas  will  be  managed  on  a  least 
cost  plus  resource  loss  basis.  The  full  spectrum  of  suppression 
intensities  will  be  considered  and  the  determination  on  which  level 
of  intensity  will  be  initiated  based  on  the  conditions  at  the  time  of 
ignition. 

Refer  to  response  2-63. 

Refer  to  response  2-68  and  2-63. 

ie  Fallini  case  dealt  with  an  issue 
f  water  on  private  land  by  wild  horses.  This  case 
has  no  relevance  on  the  issue  of  AUM  adjustments.  Also,  there  are  no 
proposed  reductions  in  AUMs  In  the  Kiger  KMA. 


Section  205  of  the  FLPMA  provides  authority  to  acquire  lands 
purchase,  exchange  or  donation.  It  limits  the  use  of  eminent 
only  to  the  extent  necessary  to  secure  access  to  public  lands 


Refer  to  response  2-9. 

The  Bureau  does  recogniz 
balance  livestock  use  wi 

permittee  to.  meeting  mul 


Implementing  grazing  systems  as  a  method  to 
forage  production.  Establishing  grazing 
Ltment  from  both  the  Bureau  and  the  grazing 
pie-use  objectives.  Refer  to  response  2-87. 
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8-12  and  Appendix  3,  pp.  2-5. 

Those  streams  which  do  not  have  a  condition  listed  in  Appendix  5, 
Table  2,  DRMP/DEIS,  have  not  been  Intensively  inventoried  for 
riparian  or  aquatic  habitat.  If  these  areas  do  not  meet  the 

f  riparian  when  inventoried,  they  will  be  dropped  from 

riparian  tables  and  the  riparian  objectives  will  not  apply.  Als 

PRMP/FEIS,  Appendix  1,  Table  4. 
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See  Appendix  1,  Table  16  of  the  Proposed  Plan  for 
ded  management/use  constraints  in  this  ACEC.  No  structures, 
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grade  for  a  recreational  trail  was  dropped  from  co 
April  1989.  Since  the  railroad  grade  accesses  very 
public  land  It  will  not  be  considered  further  for 
It  has  been  deleted  from  Map  LR-3  in  the  Proposed 


Crawford  (personal 


breeding  population.  This  suggests  thai 

grouse  is  available  In  the  fall.  To  ensure  that  this  surplus  was  no 
exceeded,  ODFW  limited  the  number  of  hunting  permits  by  management 
area.  Also,  this  was  one  of  only  four  limited  seasons  held  during  t 


stable  surplus  of  sage 


It  Is  true  that  air  quality  restrictions  are  the  same  for  all 
alternatives.  The  DEQ,  in  accordance  with  the  Federal  Clean  Air 
regulates  the  air  quality  standards  for  the  state.  In  the  RMP, 
particulate  emissions  are  limited  to  a  maximum  of  31,000  tons  c 
burnable  fuel.  This  figure  Is  derived  from  the  District's  basel 
data.  Plans  for  using  prescribed  fire,  In  the  next  10  years,  wi 
exceed  those  maximum  figures.  Conditional  suppression  of  natura 
fires  on  462,080  acres  will  be  In  addition  to  the  prescribed  fi 
program. 
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February  16,  1990 

Jay  Carlson,  RMP/EIS  Team  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Burns  District  Office 
HC  74-12533 
Highway  20  W. 
Hines,  OR   97738 

Dear  Mr.  Carlson: 

The  National  Wildlife  Federation  (NWF)  is  the  nation's 

largest  conservation  organization,  with  over  5.8  million  mem 

and  supporters.   The  NWF's  commitment  to  the  Pacific  Northwe 

and  to  the  State  of  Oregon  is  evident  in  the  location  of  its 

Pacific  Northwest  Natural  Resources  Center  in  Portland.   We 

vitally  interested  in  the  restoration,  preservation  and 


3f  Pacific  Northwest  ecosystems,  f 


of 


The  NWF  commends  the  authors'  Three  Rive 
its  comprehensiveness,  and  high  level  of  deta 
the  best  Draft  RMPs  to  come  out  of  the  BLM  Bu 
and  one  of  the  better  EIS  documents  to  be  rev 


s  public  lands. 

Draft  RMP/EIS  fc 
.   It  is  one  of 
=  District  Office 
rfed  by  this 


office.   The  NWF  wishes  to  thank  the  BLM  for  extending  the 
comment  period,  and  the  Burns  District  staff  which  attended  the 
clarification  meeting  at  the  National  Wildlife  Federation's 
Portland  Resources  Center.   Notwithstanding  the  BLM's  improved 
National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  efforts  on  this  RMP/EIS, 
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Despite  this  clear  Congressional  mandate  for  protection  a 
preservation  of  all  resource  values,  the  Three  Rivers  Draft 
RMP/EIS  preferred  alternative  gives  unacceptable  and  overwhelm 
preference  to  livestock  grazing.   Therefore,  the  NWF  formally 
requests  modification  and/or  clarification  of  the  following 
management  objectives. 
A.   Vegetation 

1.   Livestock  Grazing  Preference 

While  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  pretends  to  promote  a  planning 
process  which  will  integrate  all  natural  resources  and  their 
subsequent  uses  into  a  balanced  approach  to  multiple  use 
management  of  the  Three  Rivers  RA,  proposals  which  clearly  fav 
livestock  grazing,  and  not  multiple  use  are  made  throughout  th 
document.   The  overall  monoculture  theme  of  the  RMP/EIS  is  to 
provide  adequate  livestock  forage  for  the  ranching  permittees. 
The  Plan  dedicates  139,851  AUMs  to  livestock  grazing,  but  only 
7,800  AUMs  to  wildlife  needs.   Native  plant  species  which  prov 
food  and  shelter  to  wildlife,  stabilize  soils  and  promote 


FLPMA  §  1712(c) (1-8) 
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assumptions  and  objectives  in  the  plan.  While 
alternative  is  a  step  in  the  right  direction,  s 
modifications  must  be  incorporated  into  the  pla 
meet  its  Congressionally  mandated  duty  "to  prov 
management,  protection,  development 
lands."  l 

The  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  A' 
authorized  by  public  law  94-579  Title  I  §  102 
history  of  this  law  underscores  the  Congress! 
protect  and  perpetuate  all  the  natural 
federal  public  lands:  "[The]  underlying 
public  lands  is  the  multiple  use  of  res. 
yield  basis."  2  (emphasis  added)  The  di 
state  the  management  criteria  for  publi' 
language  of  1 


(FLPMA) 
The  legi 


proposed  for 
i  a  sustained- 
f  FLPMA  e 
n  the  pic 


..prei 


The  Congress  declares  that  it  is  the  policy  of  the 
United  States  that  the  public  lands  be  managed  in 
manner  that  will  protect  the  quality  of  scientific 
scenic,  historical,  ecological,  environmental,  air 
atmospheric,  water  resource,  and  archeological  val 
that  where  appropriate,  will  preserve  and  protect 
certain  public  lands  in  their  natural  condition;  t 
will  provide  food  and  habitat  for  fish  and  wildlif 
domestic  animals;  and  that  will  provide  for  outdoo 
recreation  and  human  occupancy  and  use.  .  .  .  3 


1  Legislative  history,  H.R.  94-1163 

2  H.R.  94-1163  Mission 

3  FLPMA  §  1701(8) 
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biodiversity,  are  at  times  overlooked  in  favor  of  imported 
grasses,  which  primarily  provide  forage  for  livestock.   The 

wildlife  species  are  completely  ignored. 

2.   Seeding:   The  NWF  is  concerned  about  the  proposed 
conversions  of  vast  acres  of  native  rangelands  to  monocultures  o 
an  introduced  grass  species.   The  number  of  seeded  acres  under 
the  preferred  alternative  (46,960)  is  greater  than  the  no  action 
alternative  (42,231).   Crested  wheat  grass  is  a  tough,  imported 
species  from  the  steppes  of  Russia.   While  it  makes  an  ideal  die 
for  livestock,  it  provides  no  food  or  shelter  to  wildlife.   When 
non-native  species  such  as  crested  wheat  grass  crowd  out  and 
replace  the  native  grasses,  mule  deer,  sage  grouse  and  other 
wildlife  habitat  is  lost.   The  conversion  of  native  species  of 
grass  which  increase  biodiversity,  protect  the  soil  and  benefit 
all  users  of  public  lands  to  a  single  species  of  grass  designed 
only  to  feed  domestic  livestock,  is  inconsistent  with  the 
Congressional  goals  of  protection  and  multiple  use  of  federal 
public  lands.   Additionally,  the  plan  also  fails  to  list  the 
prioritization  or  budget  constraints  regarding  seeding  projects, 
or  to  describe  in  detail  how  the  seeding  project  monies  will  be 

The  preferred  alternative  not  only  proposes  to  cut  native 
brush  on  15,540  acres  of  deer  winter  range,  but  seed  crested 
wheat  grass  on  9,460  of  those  acres.   The  NWF  is  extremely 
concerned  about  the  proposed  conversion  this  wildlife  winter 
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burning  under  the  preferred 
proposed  10,000  acres  under 

multiple  use  and  sustain  th< 
FLPMA  by  considering  the  relative  scarcity  of  resource  value 
involved,  weighing  long-term  benefits  to  the  public  against 
short-term  benefits,  '  and  giving  "justification  for  its  pref 

B.   QRV  Policy 

The  ORV  policy  stated  under  the  preferred  alternative  c 
Recreation  Management  Objectives,  "Maximize  the  development 
usable  ORV  areas  and  cross-country 
and  motorcycles)  ...  to  increase  the  number  of  out-of 

Congressionally  mandated  policy  of  placing  primary  cone 
protection  of  the  environment,  and  fails  to  adeguately 
the  cumulative  impacts  of  ORV  use  in  conjunction  with  o 
demands  upon  the  natural  resources  of  the  Three  Rivers 
policy  of  unrestricted  ORV  use  in  open  areas  fails  to  i 


Forest  and  in  the  BLM's  Prineville  District.   The  pi 
alternative  plan  to  "Maximize  the  development  of  usable  ORV 
areas.  .  ."  '  is  unacceptable  and  demonstrates  the  agency's  utter 
failure  to  adequately  consider  the  significant  damage  to  soil 
stability,  vegetation  loss,  wildlife  habitat  destruction, 
wildlife  harassment,  and  visual  character  damage,  which  is  likely 
to  occur  from  increased  ORV  use.   The  NWF  opposes  such 
irresponsible  agency  action.   While  current  levels  of  ORV  usage 
may  be  light  and  not  require  restrictive  actions,  increased  usage 
would  almost  certainly  have  a  negative  effect  on  indigenous  plant 


and  animal 


ild 


it....j 


lies  regarding  ORV  us 
impacts.   This  would 


result  in  a  loss  of  traditional  use  and  be  very  difficult  to 
enforce.   The  NWF  therefore  urges  that  the  phrase  "Maximize  OF 
use.  .  ."  be  replaced  by  "Minimize  ORV  use.  .  .  , "  in  the 
preferred  alternative  under  Recreation  Management  Objectives. 
C.   Riparian  Habitat 

Overgrazing  is  particularly  devastating  to  the  condition 
diversity  of  riparian  areas.   It  is  often  directly  responsible 
;er  quality,  the  loss  of  year-long  water  flows, 
streamside  shrubs,  soil  compaction,  accelerated 


itat.   The  preferred 


*   FLPMA  §  1712(C) (607) 

6  Three  Rivers  Draft  RMP/EIS  Table  2.1,  p.  : 
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'  Three  Rivers  Draft  RMP/EIS  Table  2.1,  page  31 
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adequate  protection  of  public  lands. 

The  NWF  incorporates  and  supports  the  comments  of  the  Oregc 
Department  of  Fish  and  wildlife  regarding  ORVs  in  the  Three 
Rivers  Resource  Area.   The  NWF  is  very  concerned  about  the 
possible  negative  impacts  of  encouraging  increased  ORV  use  from 
out-of-county  users,  and  recommends  that  the  BLM  take  no  action 
to  encourage  additional  ORV  use. 

Historically,  ORV  use  in  the  Burns  District  has  been  light 

way  of  negative,  long  term,  environmental  impacts.   However,  the 
high  desert  environment  is  fragile,  and  the  bala 
negligible  and  significant  damage  can  be  precarious.   Eve 
single  incident  of  intense  exposure  to  ORV  use  can  cause 
that  may  take  years  to  heal.   Continued  intensive  exposur 

wildlife  communities.   ORVs  are  especially 

and  riparian  areas  since  many  operators  ride 

directly  up  the  stream  bed  and  along  the  bank 

in  ORV  television  commercials) .   This  destructive  practice 

increases  erosion  and  turbidity,  and  destroys  aquatic  vegetat 

as  well  as  polluting  the  water  with  oil,  gasoline,  grease  and 

The  BLM's  stated  goal  of  soliciting  additional  ORV  use  c 
fragile,  high  desert  ecosystems,  which  are  already  severely 
damaged  by  overgrazing,  is  unconscionable.   Significant  advet 
impacts  from  ORV  use  are  already  occurring  on  the  Ochoco  Nati 
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jill  be  removed  from 
lality  for  five  year 
iferred  alternative 


The  NWF  supports 
removal  of  livestock  for  five  years  from  streams  in  poor 
condition,  or  in  the  alternative,  until  riparian  condition 
improves  to  a  "good"  classification.   However,  it  came  to  our 
attention  in  a  recent  meeting  with  the  Three  Rivers  Draft  RMP/EIS 
team  leader  and  staff  8,  that  the  proposed  preferred  alternative 
does  not  guarantee  complete  rest  for  damaged  riparian  areas.   The 
Draft  RMP/EIS  actually  gives  the  agency  discretion  to  completely 
rest  affected  riparian  areas  by  removing  livestock  for  five  years 
or  implement  "[grazing]  systems  which  are  widely  recognized  as 
promoting  the  most  rapid  riparian  recovery  practicable".   The  NWF 
is  sorely  disappointed  by  this  change  of  heart.   The  arbitrary 
decision  to  choose  between  complete  rest  of  damaged  riparian 
areas  and  implementation  of  an  undefined  grazing  system  is  simply 

In  addition,  the  agency  should  be  closely  monitoring 
riparian  areas  now  in  fair  condition.   If  a  downward  trend  begins 


tc 


j  Id 


be  allowed 
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water  quality  to  less  than  "good"  condition.   Under  the  preferred 
alternative  for  Riparian  Habitat  Management  Objectives,  the 
RMP/EIS  must  clarify  the  phrase  "[SJystems  which  are  widely 
recognized  as  promoting  speedy  riparian  recovery."  '  The 
reliance  on  inadequately  discussed  secondary  alternatives,  such 
as  the  undefined  "grazing  systems,"  to  promote  riparian 
rehabilitation,  is  a  serious  breach  of  NEPA  environmental  impact 
statement  guidelines.  10   The  reviewer  must  be  provided  with  a 
full  and  accurate  picture  of  all  proposed  agency  actions  to 

management  plan  that  provides  for  less  than  full  recovery  of 
riparian  habitat  is  inconsistent  with  rehabilitation  and 


its. 


j'j.-n 


admits  that  an  estimated  70  percent  of  all  wildlife  species 
the  Three  Rivers  RA  is  partially  or  totally  dependent  upon 
riparian  habitat  for  food,  water  and  cover.  u   Additionally, 
with  the  preferred  alternative  under  Recreation  Management 
Objectives,  "Manage  livestock  grazing  in  riparian  areas  to 
enhance  fishing  opportunities."  12 
5-13  I       Livestock  grazing  must  also  be  terminated  for  the  seaso 
I  when  any  one  of  the  three  utilization  limits,  (woody  riparia 


lft  RMP/EIS  Table  2.1,  p.  23,  item  1 

Hall,  693  F.  Supp.  904  (WD  Wash, 


11  TR  Draft  RMP/EIS  Vol.  1  at  3-27 

12  Supra,  at  33,  item  6 
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broad.  It  currently  includes  everything  from  tota] 
riparian  areas  to  those  that  are  in  just  slightly  less  than 
"fair*  condition.  The  draft  RMP/EIS  must  therefore  include  an 
additional  category,  such  as  "severe  [impact],"  to  accurately 
describe  the  worst  areas  of  riparian  destruction.  All  users  o 
public  lands  must  be  assured  that  these  definitions  and  criter 
will  be  consistent  throughout  the  RA. 
D.   Water  Quality 

improve  controls  over  nonpoint  sources  of  pollution,  federal, 
state,  local  resource  management  agencies  will  be  encouraged  6 
regulate  and  control  runoff,  erosion,  turbidity,  stream 
temperature,  stream  flow.  .  .  ."  lt 

The  draft  RMP/EIS  states  that  "major  impacts  to  water 
quality  in  the  planning  area  are  from  sedimentation,  lack  of 
shade,  and  concentrations  of  fecal  coliform  bacteria."  1S   The 
reasons  for  these  impacts  are  no  mystery.   As  the  RMP/EIS  poin 


lets 


and 


larvesting."     It  is  both  undesirable  and 
mpractical  to  fence  all  of  the  80.9  miles  of  stream  wit 
or  lower)  water  quality.   The  RMP  must  therefore  adopt 


OAR  340-41-026(9)  (1987) 

15  Supra,  at  3-2 

16  Supra,  at  3-3 
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the  preferred  alternative  of 
Objectives  is  reached.  "[N] 
utilization  on  woody  riparia 
riparian  vegetati 
upland  vegetation 


he  Water  Quality  Managemen 
more  than  10  percent  lives 
shrubs,  50  percent  utiliza 
,  and  30  percent  utilizati 
.  .  ."  1J   This  prevents  ov 


the  winter 


.zation  of  any  one  component  of  the  grazing  system  and 
irages  management  of  livestock  to  promote  a  balanced 
.zation  of  the  forage  available. 

Additionally,  sensitive  aquatic  plant  species  are  often  th 
aken  out  by  livestock  grazing  in  riparian 
5,  water  weeds  provide  a  vital  structural 
by  reducing  the  formation  of  anchor  ice  duri 
livestock  grazing  removes  these  plants,  the 
streams  freeze  more  readily  and  essential  fish  habitat  is  lost. 

beneficial  aquatic  species,  they  must  be  prevented  from  enterin 
the  affected  riparian  areas.  The  NWF  endorses  and  incorporates 
the  comments  of  Oregon  Trout  regarding  impacts  to  aquatic  plant 
species  and  riparian  areas. 

Finally,  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  must  adequately  define  the 
threshold  criteria  for  distinguishing  "poor,"  "fair,"  and  "good 
water  quality  and  adequately  account  for  ecological  values  and 
functions  when  describing  these  stream  condition  categories.   T 


riparian  pastures,  and  keeps  them  off  until  the  riparian  areas 
have  recovered  to  a  good  condition. 

E.  Prioritization 

The  BLM  roust  provide  an  adequate  scheduling  and 
prioritization  of  Allotment  Management  Plans  on  a  year  by  year 
basis  as  part  of  the  Draft  RMP/EIS.  Without  this  information, 
interested  parties  have  no  way  of  knowing  how  well  the  proposal 
and  plans  described  in  the  RMP/EIS  will  be  implemented.  Changes 
at  the  time  of  the  "Proposed  RMP/Final  EIS"  are  always  more 
difficult  to  make  than  for  the  Draft.   In  the  past  large  plannin 

Without  adequately  documented  implementation  plans,  utilization 
management  objectives  will  become  just  another  "plan  on  the 
shelf." 

F.  Monitoring 

The  Draft  RMP/EIS  does  not  adequa 
the  preferred  alternative  objectives, 
on  monitoring  programs  by  budget  limitations.  This  informatio 
is  essential  to  assess  the  expectations  of  interested  parties, 
and  insure  enforcement  of  the  preferred  alternative  objectives 

G.  Energy  and  Minerals 
ives  adequately  address  mining  impact: 

under  the  "best"  environmental 

'ities  have  the  potential  to  negative 


constraints  placed 


5-18  I      None  °f  the  «"«».« 

|  on  water  quality.   Even  un 


Supra,  at  3,  item  4 
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affect  riparian  habitat." 

No  recovery  or  rehabilitation  of  riparian  and  water  quality 
will  be  achieved  if  adverse  grazing  practices  are  merely  replaced 
by  equally  destructive  mining  practices. 
H.  Photographs  and  Maps 

The  excellent  maps  included  in  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  are  very 
helpful.   The  level  of  detail  shows  that  a  significant  amount  of 
time  and  effort  were  spent  on  this  part  of  the  document. 
Unfortunately,  the  old  photographs  in  the  Draft  are  of  no  use  to 
planning  public  land  management  objectives.   While  some 
historical  photographs  might  have  been  included,  the  fact  that 
all  of  the  photographs  are  of  the  "Old  West"  only  reinforces  the 
perception  of  many  conservation  groups  that  the  BLH's 
overwhelming  commitment  is  to  its  western  ranching  constituency. 
Turn  of  the  century  photographs  fail  to  document  the  poor 
condition  of  much  of  the  range  and  riparian  areas  in  the  present 
day  Three  Rivers  RA.   This  omission  does  a  significant  disservice 
to  the  concerned  reader  who  wishes  to  make  relevant  comments,  and 
continues  to  paint  the  BLM  as  the  government  agency  essentially 
concerned  with  maximizing  livestock  grazing  opportunities,  not 
multiple  use  of  natural  resources.   Some  photographic  examples  of 
resource  conditions  in  the  present  day  Three  Rivers  RA  would  have 


benefits  instead  of  long-term  public  benefits  are  inconsistent 
with  sustaining  the  natural  resources  of  public  lands. 

Respectfully  submitted, 


/Srz^ot.  (2fzf>&  yut 


/bas 
[via  FAX  to  503-573-76 


1  Three  Rivers  Draft  RMP/EIS  Vol.1  at  4-28 
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I.   Summary 

The  NWF  supports  "management  actions  which  recognize, 
promote  and  enhance  the  integrity  of  the  ecological  and 

concerned  about  the  deteriorating  health  and  condition  of  th 
range.  Deplorable  and  detrimental  grazing  practices  have  be 
the  rule  on  public  lands  for  too  long.  More  than  fifty  year 
have  passed  since  the  Taylor  Grazing  Act  was  passed  in  the 

A  good  portion  of  the  natural  resource  base  of  Oregon's  Grea 
Basin  country  has  been  reduced  to  barren  hills  and  eroded  mu 
due  to  previous  BLM  mismanagement. 

The  BLM  has  a  mandated  duty  to  carefully  consider  the 
"relative  scarcity  of  the  values  involved"  l9  when  attemptinc 
balance  the  one-dimensional  demands  of  130  livestock  owner 
permittees  with  the  multiple  use  needs  of  tens  of  thousands 
hunters,  hikers,  campers,  and  other  impacted  members  of  the 
public.   Management  decisions  which  emphasize  short-term  gra 


The  RMP/EIS 


tial  management 


lity 


consideration  to  single  resource  values.  Through  the  Preferre 
Alternative,  significant  improvements  would  be  realized  in  wa 
quality,  riparian  habitat,  aquatic  habitat,  wetland  habitat; 
significant  additions  would  be  made  to  the  areas  protected  un 
designation  as  ACECs;  explicit  management  objectives  for  Mod 
are  established  for  the  first  time  in  any  eastern  Oregon  RMP;  and 
utility  corridor  exclusion/avoidance  areas  are  established  for  nearly 
85,000  acres.  The  total  prorated  forage  demand  of  nearly  33,200  AUMs 
for  big  game  would  be  provided.  Of  this  amount,  7,800  AUMs  are 
competitive  with  livestock  and  would  be  allocated  directly  to  big 


Detailed  management  objectives  for  a  br 
been  integrated  at  the  ground  level  on 
basis,  thus  ensuring  long-term  interdls 
monitoring  and  evaluation. 


Bureau  investment  policy  is  clearly  established  in  that  I  cat 
allotments  have  highest  priority,  M  category  allotments  have 
highest,  and  C  category  allotments  have  the  lowest  priority. 
Appendix  3,  Table  1,  DRMP/DEIS,  for  allotment  categorization 
Three  Rivers  RA. 


Additionally,  Append 
delineation  of  priorities  wit 
the  basis  of  an  interdiscipli 
concerns/problems.  Detailed  p 
describe  how  seeding  project  i 
at  the  RMP  level.  Such  descri 
through  the  EA  register/publi 


Table  2 


ect  descriptions  necessary 
ies  would  be  spent  are  not 
ons  are  made  available  annu 
otification  process. 


*•  Three  Rivers  Draft  RMP/EIS  Vol.  I  at  2-3 
19   FLPMA  §  1712(c) (6) 
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;  tool  the  Bureau  will  employ  to  improve  range 
vegetative  diversity.  DRMP/DEIS,  Appendix  3, 
ies  design  features  for  burns.  Table  2.1,  p. 
is  for  wildlife  habitat  relative  to  prescribed 
NEPA  analysis  is  always  done  on  prescribed 


Some  exclosures  are  proposed  where  conditions  will  require  complet 
rest  to  regain  vigor  and  riparian  plant  species  composition.  Also, 
actions  WL  6.1,  6.2  and  6.3  of  the  Proposed  Plan. 


Prescribed   burning 

is  i 

condition  and   Incr 

Table  8,   p.   177,    o 

20-23,   discusses  a 

rrioi 

burning.   Site-spec 

iflc 

burn  projects. 

Refer  to  response 

1-23. 

Refer   to  response 

1-23. 

Refer  to   response 

1-23. 
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5-11 

Riparian 
PRMP/FEIS 

abltat  monitoring  has  been  ongoing 
Appendix    1,    Table  4. 

5-12 

Refer  to 

esponses  1-2  and  2-40. 

5-13 

Cached1" 

atlon  levels  are  independent  of  oik 
vestock  will   be  moved.   Also,    refer 

5-14 

Refer  to 

esponses   2-3  and  2-25. 

5-15 

Prloritlz 

tion  is  a  dynamic   process  which  enc 

ompasses  multiple-use 
ues  and  the  uncertainties  of  funding  support 

The  Bureau's  funding  is  through  annual 
ons,  specific  priorities  are  established 
echanisms.  Since  this  can  be  a  volatile 
hlfting  of  national  priorities,  funding 
he  publication  in  the  RMP  of  an  areawide 


for  implementing  action 
Congressional  appropria 
annually  through  budget 
process,  subject  to  the 
levels,  politics,  etc., 
ranking  or  scheduling  o 
Informative  as  it  may  s 


BLM  is,  however,  sensitive  to  the  concern  that  interested  parties  be 
able  to  keep  abreast  of  priorities  and  implementing  actions  over  the 
life  of  the  plan.  To  meet  this  need,  the  Burns  District  is 
undertaking  two  specific  actions.  First,  the  criteria  that  will  be 
utilized  for  periodic  prioritization  of  allotments  are  defined  under 
Procedures  to  Implement,  for  proposed  decision  GM  1.1  in  the  Proposed 
Plan. 

Second,  the  Burns  District  has  committed  to  the  publication  of  an 
annual  "District  Update"  which  will  contain  several  sources  of 
information  pertinent  to  the  concern  that  you  raise: 

1.   District  workload  and  major  priorities  for  that  year  will  be 


Rivers  RMP. 


management  objectives  established 
plans,  including  the  Three 


A  register  of 
implementing 


;ions  for  the  land 


3-ground  proje 
published. 


Refer  to  the  Proposed  Plan  for  a  detailed  description  of  the 
Implementing  actions  and  support  actions  on  a  program  by  program, 
management  directive  by  management  directive  basis. 


evaluation  program  has  been  develope 
keyed  to  each  management  action.  It  i 
of  monitoring:  1)  tracking  of  the  implementati 
management  directives;  2)  evaluation  of  the 
objectives;  and,  3)  evaluation  of  the  effective 
d  use  plan.  Levels  one  and  two,  monitoring  and 
to  be  performed  annually.  Evaluation  of  the  ove 


Ian  is  to  be  performed  at  intervals  not  to  exceed  5  years.  Reporting 
of  the  results  of  such  monitoring  and  evaluation  efforts  Is  to  be 
conducted  through  the  public  notification  document  which  shall  be 
distributed  annually. 

The  DRMP/DEIS  analyzes  the  effects  of  mineral  entry  on  all  public 
lands  within  the  RA.  The  DRMP/DEIS  prescribes  appropriate 
restrictions  on  mineral  exploration  in  areas  where  they  were  found  to 
be  necessary  to  protect  other  values.  Another  EIS  addressing 
comprehensive  cumulative  impacts  of  mining  Is  unnecessary  until  plans 
of  operation  are  filed.  (At  that  time,  the  appropriate  environmental 
analysis  will  be  prepared.)  In  accordance  with  surface  management 
regulations  at  43  CPR  3809,  a  plan  of  operations  must  be  filed  with 
BLM.  The  plan  must  include,  among  other  requirements,  measures  to  be 
taken  to  prevent  undue  and  unnecessary  degradation;  manner  in  which 
disturbed  areas  will  be  reclaimed;  and  procedures  to  be  taken  to 
maintain  the  area  In  a  clean  and  safe  condition  including  periods  of 
extended  nonoperatlon.  Furthermore,  it  is  incumbent  on  the  operator 
to  assure  that  all  tailings,  dumps,  deleterious  materials  or 
substances  and  other  wastes  are  disposed  of  In  a  prudent  manner 
taking  into  consideration  effects  on  other  resources,  and  complying 
with  all  applicable  Federal  and  State  permitting  requirements.  Under 
the  Mining  Law  of  1872  and  regulations  In  A3  CFR  3809,  BLM  must  act 
timely  on  all  plans  of  operation.  However,  because  of  the 


able 


:e  or  plan  of  operation  is  filed,  discussing  the  environmental 
squences  of  the  generalized  gold  mining  scenario  would  be  highly 
jlative  as  the  impacts  would  vary  significantly  depending  on  the 
tion  of  the  planned  operation.  It  would  be  far  more  relevant  to 
with  cumulative  Impacts  and  reasonably  foreseeable  development 
le  NEPA  analysis  of  a  proposed  operation.  To  do  otherwise  would 

wide,  In  order  to  determine  whether  hypothetical  actions  would 
It  in  an  adverse  impact. 


County  Court  for  Harney  County 
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tted,  and  indeed  required,  under  Or 
6.    Harney  County  believes  that  t 


full  suppression  of  all  fi 


ndition  of  the 


We  believe  that  v 


That  removi 
nd  juniper  is  e 
ange  conditions 


:ey  County  until 
Bsion   of   fire 

r  single  action. 


7.  We  would  challenge  BLM's  plans  to  fenc 
ece  developed  to  disperse  cattle.  The  water 
attle  and  water  quality  and  small  riparian  ar 
esulted  from  that  creation  are  secondary  to  w 
nd  should  continue  to  be  used  for  that  purpose. 
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County's  to 
total  land  a 
of  BLM  to  fu 


BLM  already  owns  4,110,077  acres  ou 
f  approximately  6,545,920  acres  or 
nd  we  strongly  object  to  any  efforts 

erode  our  limited  private  land  base. 


9.  The  reduction  of  AUM  numbers  by  the  implementation  of 
Alternative  C  will  have  a  significant  impact  on  the  economy  of 
Harney  County.  We  respectfully  request  that  a  full  Economic 
Impact  Statement  be  done  on  the  effects  of  the  proposed 
reductions  on  the  economy  of  Harney  County. 


affected  ranche 
"Takings   Impli 


and  do  hereby  requ 


Thi 


jpplemented 


reviewed  the  Taylo 
i  we  unde 
purpose 


ng  Act  as  Amended  and 

anage  the  grazing  lands  so  as  to 
stabilize  and  preserve  the  livestock  industry.  We  find  the 
statement,  "Allocate  forage  in  priority  order  to  satisfy  demands 

inappropriate  and  possibly  in  direct  contradiction  of  the  Taylor 


rig  l  y 


the  proposal 


Harney   County 

plan  to  close  the  site  in  1992.  The  conclusion  that  the 
s  a  threat  to  the  Indian  cultural  and  root  gathering 
ies  is  without  foundation.  The  added  cost  to  County  roads 
is  not  justified  and  would  have  a 


fut 


they  are  mutually  dependent 
no  way  intended  to  reflect  a 
strong  and  healthy  environinei 


rn  is  that  the  Draft  Three  Rivers  EIS  has  focused  c 
vestock  industry  and  has  not  adequately  addressed 
livities   occurring   on   public   lands   that   affect 


Refer 
Refer 


sponse  2-87. 
sponac  2-87. 


u'M) 


condition  with  static  or  declining 
n  the  planning  area.  Many  of  these  w 
Under  FLPMA,  the  BLM  la  required  to 
nlng  and  management  actlvltiea  with 
comply  with  all  applicable  State  law 

(9)). 


Additionally,  the  BLM  feels  that  DEQ  water  quality  standards  are 
fully  attainable  given  proper  management  of  riparian  and  aquatic 
ecosystems.  Livestock  grazing  and  timber  harvest  are  two  major  c 
of  aquatic  and  riparian  habitat  degradation.  Reduction  in  number 
livestock  and/or  changes  in  the  season  of  use  facilitate  regener 
of  an  area  and  improve  both  condition  and  trend  of  riparian  and 
aquatic  ecoaystems. 


Refer 


2-5. 


Though  the  BLM  acknowledges  the  importance  of  watering  live 
FLPMA  directs  the  Bureau  to  manage  public  landa  and  resourc 
principles  of  multiple-use  and  sustained  yield  (Sec.  102. (a 
Additionally,  the  law  states  that  those  lands  be  managed  In 
that  would  protect  the  quality  of  ecological, 
resources    (Sec.    102. (a)(8)). 
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)  as  funding  and  staff  are 

available.  If  funding  an 

liable,  the  Bureau  is 

still  required  to  balanc 

authorized  use  wl 

th  forage  production.  See 

DRMP/DEIS,  Table  2.1,  pp 

2-5, 

1,  20-23  and  Appendix  3,  Table  7,  pp. 

172-176  for  further  info 

■mat  ion 

for  project 

proposals  and 

multiple-use  restriction 

Refer  to  response  2-46. 

The  management  action  re 

erred 

o  In  Table 

2.1-22  of  the  DRMP/DEIS 

has  been  modified  in  the 

Proposed  Plan  to  read  "Place  high  emphasis 

on  exchanges  and  acquis! 

Ions  . 

BLM  acquisition  efforts  should  not  reduce  the  Harney  County  tax  t 
Since  1980,  the  amount  of  acreage  patented  into  private  ownership 
Harney  County  through  BLM  land  tenure  actions  has  equaled  the  act 
acquired   by   the   BLM.   This  acreage   includes   lands  purchased   by   the 


you  and  to  offer 
towards  achieving 
supporting    an    eco 


ill    perm 


HARNEY    COUNTY    COURT, 


;  expect   to  pursue,    involve 
jrce    values.    Generally,    In   these 
jblic  land  acres   than  private  land 
ssponse  4-14. 


tly  completed 
sition  of  land 
of    exchanges, 


-70, 


While  one  of  the  purposes  of  the  Taylor  Grazing  Act  is  to  sta 
the  livestock  Industry,  the  primary  purpose  of  the  Act  is  "to 
injury  to  the  public  grazing  lands  by  preventing  overgrazing 
deterioration."  FLPMA  directs  the  Bureau  to  manage  the  public 
on  the  basis  of  multiple-use  and  sustained  yield. 


:-<s. 


Harney  County's  p 
1992.  This  type  o 
features,    effect! 


rrait  to  use  the  Pine  Creek  Material  Site  expires  in 
land  use  consumes  landfonns  and  transforms  surface 
sly  destroying  natural  habitats  and   plant 


cies  with  edible 


traditional 


others,  grow  on  scabl 

ind  lithosol  si 

tes  (Helliwell 

1988) 

including 

the  subject  material 

site  locality. 

These  plants  re 

quire 

ome  topsoil 

for  essential  habitat 

At  this  site, 

the  soil  mant: 

e  is  s 

thin  that 

stockpiling  topsoil  I 

,  not  feasible. 

As  such,  reclamation 

of  the 

>  rock  where  pi 

ant  regrowth  ma 

y  not 

ccur  for 

many  years.  Topsoil  f 

rom  off-site  locations  is  not 

a  viable 

t  Introduce  exo 

tic  plant  spec! 

es  that  could 

compete  with  the  cult 

jrally  valuable 

local  species 

The  subject  gravel  pit  occurs  within  an  are 
Native  Americans  have  traditionally  gathere 
1978;  Couture,  Housley,  and  Ricks,  1986).  H 
undermined  by  the  reduction  of  plant  habita 
of   obtaining  roots  during  gravel  crushing  a 

Final  rehabilitation  of  the  Pine  Creek  quar 
the  responsibility  of  Harney  County,  In  lie 
are  to  be  performed  at  the  conclusion  of  th 
February  of  1991.  This  is  the  last  planned 
their  permit  expires  In  1992.  It  is  likely 
mineral  materials  can  be   found  at  an  altern 


where   generations  of 
edible   roots    (Couture, 

rfever,    this   practice   is 
and   the  undesirabillty 

1   loading  operations. 

f  and   stockpile  sites  are 

entry  that  will  occur  in 
itry  by  the  county  before 
lat  county  needs  for 
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Department  of  Fish  and  Wildlife 

OFFICE  OF  THE  DIRECTOR 

506  SW  MILL  STREET.  P.O  BOX  59,  PORTLAND.  OREGON  97207     PHONE  (503)  2 


District  Manager 

HC  74-12533  HWY  20  West 

Hines,  OR  97738 


Dear  Mr.  Warburto 


creased  forage 


congratulated  for  the  coraprehensi 
an  has  been  developed.  We  are  plea 
itment  to  improved  riparian  habita 


descriptions  of  the  affected  envir 
consequences,  and  standards  and  gu 
and  conscientious.  We  did  feel,  ho 
on  monitoring  were  somewhat  vague 


:jame  animals.  Though 
2d  plan,  we  found  the 

Lines  to  be  thorough 

lacked  specificity. 

proposed  conversions 
Land  to  monocultures 
-iversions,  if 
3  and  monitored,  so 


comments  and 


through 
genera] 


ubl; 


of  these  p 
c's  opport 

The  preferred 


s  blm  priority  ac< 
access  is  desiri 
perty  to  improve 
nd.  These  areas 
lv,  locked  gates 
>f  public  land. 


_  ...ternative  C  proposes  t 
15,540  acres  of  deer  winter  range  and  seed  ere 
9,460  acres  of  deer  winter  range.  We  would  li> 
where  these  proposed  projects  would  occur.  The 
winter  range  from  shrubs  to  grassland  is  o 
However,  we  cannot  adequately  respond  to  th< 
proposal  on  wildlife  without  more  information. 


Jted  wheatgrass 


be  100%  competj 


Elk  use 
idge  tops. 


s  proposed  wildlife  range 
shows  elk  use  of  forage  to 
Our  experience  with  elk  in 
nces  in  the  habitat  used  by 
h  in  areas  not  favored  by 
se  Mountain  Mahogany/Juniper 


we  do  not  believe  that  100%   of  the 
competitive  with  livestock. 

7.  Map  SS-1  Special  Status  Species 
should  show  the  western  snowy  plover  n 
Lake.  We  have  enclosed  a  map  with  1 
delineated. 


lap  in  forage  use 
[  the  differences 


off  Lake  habitat 


Chapter 


-3:  Monitoring. 

'  well  plans  and 
Changes  at  the 


The 


me  of  the  "Proposed  RMP/F 
ake  than  for  the  Draft. 


ng  plan 

plan 
Mnal 

o:  rw 


Department  of  Fish  and  Wildlife 

506  SW  MILL  STREET,  P  O  BOX  59.  PORTLAND.  OREGON 
January  19,  1989 


review  and  recommendati 


was  omitted 
discussed  wi 


2.  We  also  have  an  additi 
map  WL-1,  Chapter  3-30.  The  ( 
comes  to  the  base  of  Dry  Moun 
accompanying  map.  This  correc 
master  overlay  on  12-8-89  by  th 


,e  BLM 


three  changes 
S  for  preferred  Alternative  C.  T* 

enclosed  map  and  are  described  be- 
should  be  in  Zone  l  because  they  ar 


the  Land  Tenure  Zone  map  L- 
'.  All  three  of  these  areas 

A.  The  Dry  Mountain  area  winters  approximately  200  elk 
)  deer  during  portions  of  the  winter  and  also  provides  good 
range  for  these  species.  The  BLM  put  a  guzzler  near  here 
)  in  cooperation  with  the  Rocky  Mountain  Elk  Foundation  to 
;  water  for  the  deer  and  elk  in  this  area. 


S  l  i  v 


C  The  third  area 


does   not 


developed.  Once 
condition  and  tr 
If   a   downward 


10.  Chapter  4-28,  Wetland/Playa/Meadow  Habitat:  Alternativ 
C  states  that  the  Three  Rivers  portion  of  the  Burns  Distric 
Wetlands  Habitat  Management  Plan  would  not  be  implemented  unti 
1997.  Why  wait  7  years  to  address  critical  issues,  when  a  habita 
management  plan  has  already  been  completed?  We  recommend  that  yc 
give  Wetlands  HMP  plan  implementation  a  higher  priority. 

11.  Chapter  4-29:  It  is  stated  that  an  estimated  1500  acre 
of  playa  habitat  would  be  adjacent  to  crested  wheatgrass  seeding 
in  Alternative  C.  It  goes  on  to  . 
playa  adjacent  to  the  seedings  woul< 
important  to  recognize  that  it  is 

playa  that  will  be  impacted.  There  is  an  significant  habitat 
component  in  the  edge  effect  of  those  playas  that  will  also  be 
lost.  Is  it  necessary  that  those  seedings  be  placed  adjacent  to 
playas?  ODFW  recommends  that  a  buffer  of  at  least  300m  be 
maintained  between  crested  wheatgrass  seedings  and  any  playa, 
wetland,  or  meadow.  This  will  help  maintain  the  edge  component  of 
those  habitats,  protect  the  integrity  of  fragile  environments, 

■  >r  wildlife   to   utilize  the   playas. 


lat  those  acreages 
downward  trend.  It 


wetlands,  ; 

12.  Appendix  2  -  Table 
insertion  of  the  word  ALL  bef 
section  should  be  more  specif 


I  t  e 


4b:   ODFW 


and  perches  for 

of  large  woody  deb: 

cognize  and  follow  th 


the  buffer  ; 
intain   ban) 


that  addresses  the 


that  can  be  safely  retained, shoul 
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(100%    of   potential    in   riparian    2 

ones).    Additiona] 

ly,    all   standing 

live   trees   wh 

ich  grade    80  perce 

it    cull    or  greate 

r   should   be    left 

standing  to  p 

-ovide  replacement 

snags. 

Item    4c: 

The    statement    is 

made    "    Areas    of 

vegetation    left 

along  a   stream  do   not  have   to  b 

e   a   certain  width 

•.    This   seems   to 

be    a    rather 

significant    digres 

the    document,     and 

in        table    2. 

In    both     places, 

precise  descr 

iptions   of   the   wid 

th   of   buffer   strips   are   provided. 

The  widths  of 

the  buffer  strips 

are  correlated  wi 

th  the   steepness 

(e.g.     a    40-50    percent    slope    would    have    a    buffer 

strip    of    125 

feet,     measured    he 

rizontally,     on    e 

ach    side    of    the 

Table    2.1-5)  .     ODFV 

believes    that    t 

he    establishment 

and     maintena 

ice     of     defined, 

delineated      buffe 

r     strips      is      a 

necessary     pre 

development     of 

a     sound     stream 

protection  program.    We  suggest  t 

r  delete   item  4c 

2-4.    This   would   serve   to   reduce   co 

nfusion   with    the 

would    provide    for 

a   much   more    sound,    comprehensive 

riparian  management  plan. 

The   five 

year  cessati 

on  of  gr 

Jill     pro 

i/ide     badly     c 

spite;     s 

0     they     will 

truly     h 

woody  ripar 


TABLE  2.1:  MANAGEMENT  DIRECTIVES  BY 

.-2  WATER  QUALITY:  Overall  the  standard: 
are  excellent.   We  commend  the  BLM  fo: 

•  and  water  quality.  The  fiv< 

ible  decision.   It 


tatement:  "...implement  grazing  systems 
ian  10  percent  livestock,  utilization  on 
10  more  than  50  percent  total  utilization 
vegetation,  and  no  more  than  30  percent 
js  upland  vegetation...".  Is  it  intended 
operate  as  a  limiting  factor  independent  of 
mple,  if  50  percent  utilization  is  attained  in 
arian  vegetation,  but  there  has  only  been  10 
-i  in  the  upland  herbaceous  vegetation,   will 

met?  Any  grazing  system  that  is  based  on 
-ing  criteria  should  contain  such  limitations. 
ng  statement  should  be  added  which  stipulates 
i  grazing  will   be  terminated  when  maximum 


imple  qualify: 


The 


enefits 


?f  such  a  stipulation  are 
r-utilization  of  any  one  component 
so  encourages  the  stockman  to  man 
promotes  more  even  utilization  of 


2.1-21  ITEM  l:  The  statement  "Maintain  30-60  acre 
blocks... so  that  40  percent  of  the  forest  treatment  area  remains 
in  suitable  big  game  thermal  and  hiding  cover",  should  be  changed 
to  read  "...so  that  40  percent  of  the  RA  that  is  managed  for 
timber  production  is  retained  as  suitable  big  game  thermal  and 
hiding  cover.  Not  less  than  15  percent  of  the  area  should  be  in  a 
thermal  cover  condition  at  any  one  time".  ODFW  further  recommends 
that  monitoring  for  the  cover  retention  criteria  be  tied  to  sub- 
watersheds,  and  not  averaged  over  the  entire  RA.  This  provides 
for  a  much  more  manageable  and  comprehendible  land  base.  Also, 
should  a  problem  begin  to  develop,  the  management  area  is  small 
enough  that  it  will  become  evident  before  the  condition 
deteriorates  too  far.  The  buffering  effect  is  simply  too  great 
when  monitoring  for  compliance  with  retention  criteria  are 
averaged  over  a  large  land  area  (i.e.  the  entire  RA) . 


2.1-21  ITEM  5:  There  shoul 
Ten  years  would  be 
lich  stipulates  that 
i  the  old  style  fence: 


1.1-43  item  ii  ; 
should  be  requi 
alternative  B. 


a  time  line  attached  to  this 
nable.  Also,  verbiage  should 
esidual  metal  products,  that 


Prepared  by: 

Darryl  M.  Gowan 

Forest  and  Rangeland  Staff  Biologi 

Habitat  Conservation  Division 


p-v:, 


ing 


of  that  component  of  the  entire  pasture 
is,  without  specific  provisions,  it  wol 
isolated  portions  of  the  management 
overgrazed  while  the  average  utilization 
fell  within  the  described  parameters. 

2.1-5;   ITEM  lis  The 


management  system.  That 
.d  still  be  possible  for 
system  to  be  severely 
for  that  component  still 


than  20  percent  of 


that 
mi  Le 

of  per 
of  per 

ennial   i 
>re    thar 
ennial  v 

atei 
ater 

percent    of    th 
,    be  converted 

word 

2.1-9 

ITEM   5: 

The 

word    THERMAL    s 

.own 

ITEM 

:     Spec] 
3. 

fie    direction    for 
1    is    needed    here. 

2.1-17-    speci 
western  snowy  plov 

al     S 

S5VH2T: 

Led.  ODFW 


recommends 


state  and  is  federally  1 
Management  practices  should 
nesting  habitat. 


Suggest  adherence 


tion  is  made  of  the 
as  Threatened  by  the 

as   a   candidate   2   species. 

igned  to  protect  snowy  plover 


2.1-19  Item  14  ui 
ODFW  also  recommends 
current  or  proposed 
compatible  with  that 


ler  the  preferred  alternative  is  excellent. 
that  domestic  sheep  be  prohibited  on  all 
bighorn  sheep  ranges.  Their  use  is  not 
of  bighorn  sheep.  Such  prohibitions  are 
/elopment  and  maintenance  of  successful, 
3p  populations. 


nr,MM 


We  are  accepting 

in  Zone   1.   Data  i 

bordering  elk  wii 

public  land  pattern  In  the  areas,  was  ou 

them  Zone  1  in  the  DRMP/DEIS.  The  new  da 

incorporated  and  the  lands  changed  to  Zo 

See  Map  LR-1. 


see  Map  SS-1,  PRMP/FEIS). 
see  Map  WL-1,  PRMP/FEIS). 
n  to  include  the  referenced  lands 


tlonale  not  to  d. 
au  have  provided  has 
in  the  Proposed  Plai 


lands  included  in  Zone  1  are  considered  retention/acquisition 
s.  The  definition  of  Zone  1  lands  in  Table  2.27,  PRMP/FEIS  has 
modified  to  include  acquisition. 

:  been  included  in  the  Proposed  Plan 


7-8 

The  proposed   big  game  allocations   table  has   been  revised    (see 
Table  2.13).   Also,    refer  to   response  2-10. 

7-9 

The  map  has  been  revised   to   reflect   this  habitat.    (See  Map  SS- 

7-10 

Refer   to   response  5-17. 

7-11 

Current   riparian  pastures  and   exclosures  are  monitored  no  less 

frequent  than  3-year  intervals.  In  all  but  two  cases,  this  monitoring 
has  been  yearly  for  the  first  5  years  of  exclusion  or  a  change  to  a 
system  designed  to  improve  riparian  areas.  See  the  revised  management 
actions  for  riparian  and  Appendix  1,  Table  4  in  the  PRMP/FEIS.  Also, 
when  livestock  are  again  permitted  in  riparian  areas 


will  be 


MS 


1  be  achieved  by  1997. 
pleraented  from  1976  to  the 

based  on  past  and  projected 
plan  precludes  an  earlier  full 


Full  implementation  of  the  Wetlan, 
Projects  within  the  plan  have  bee 
present.  The  1997  date  was  determ 
funding  for  wetlands.  Nothing  in 
implementation  date. 

The  standard  procedures  and  design  elements  have  been  amended  to 
reflect  the  300  meter  playa  buffer.  The  reference  to  the  seedings 
being  adjacent  to  playas  was  not  meant  to  infer  that  all  sagebrush 
would  be  removed  up  to  the  playa  edge.  Also,  refer  to  response  1-19. 

Adding  the  word  "all"  would  clarify  this  statement  which  is  Intended 
to  be  a  minimum  requirement  statement.  In  reference  to  Table  2.1, 
statement  4,  "all  streamside  vegetation  (including  conifers)  will  be 
protected  where  fish,  wildlife  and  water  quality  can  be  affected." 
The  same  applies  to  the  DRMP/DEIS  Table  2.1-7,  Alternative  C,  item  4. 
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7-17 

7-18 


Currently,    standing  snags  are  only  designated   to   be   felled    if   they 
present  a  hazard   to   timber  operation  crews.   The   current   practice   Is 
to  leave  commercial   sized   trees  unmarked   if   they  are  within  a 
hazardous  distance    of    a  standing   snag.    Current  BLM  Wildlife  Tree 
(snag)/Down  Log  Policy   is   to   follow  the  concept  developed   by  Thomas, 
et   al.,    In  USDA-FS,    1979. 

DRMP/DEIS,   Appendix  2,   Table  2    (4.c)   is  changed   In  the  PRMP/FEIS, 
Appendix   1,   Table  2   to   read:    "Areas  of  vegetation   left  along  a  stream 
are   correlated  with   the   steepness  of   the   slope." 


PRMP/FEIS,    Appendl 


11   remain  unchanged.    Section  503  of    FLPMA  states 
rights-of-way   in  common  shall   be   required   to  the 
reau  policy,   as  expressed  in  Bureau  Manual 
courage   prospective   applicants   to   locate   their 
ridors.   The  decision  to  encourage   right-of-way 
to  locate   within  designated   corridors   will  also  provide   a 
il  for  right-of-way   project   planning  while  allowing  for 
where   colocatlon  is   not  practical  due   to  environmental, 
economic,   safety,   national   security  or   technological  reasons.   Each 
right-of-way  application,   whether   proposed   within  or  outside  a 
designated  corridor,   would   be  subject   to  NEPA  review  and  mitigation 
to   reduce  or  eliminate  unacceptable   impacts. 


2801.13B.1,    is 
proposals  wlthl 

valuable   tool  f 


Detailed  utilization  monitoring  for  those  systems  not  employing 
early,  short-duration  grazing  will  be  Implemented  on  a  case-by-c. 
basis  through  the  EA,  Allotment  Evaluation  or  AMP  process.  Also, 
PRMP/FEIS,   Appendix   1,   Table  4. 


7-22 

Refer    to   response   7-15. 

7-23 

Refer   to   response   3-11. 

7-24 

See  Proposed  Plan,    SSS  2-1.   There  are  no  other  proposed   bighorn  sheep 
release  areas   In  the  planning  area. 

7-25 

The  40   percent   hiding  and    thermal  cover  by   treatm 
because   the  actual  cutting  units   In  a  particular 
in  close   proximity   to  one  another.    This  will  resu 
being  available   in  each  treatment  area.    It   is  cor 
than  15   percent   should   be   in  thermal  cover  condlt 
See  management   action  WL  1.1  of   the   Proposed  Plan 

on  at   any  one   time. 

7-26 

The    statement    refers    to   new  fences  which  shall    be 
during  the  entire   life  of   the  plan. 

bunt   to  standards 

7-27 

With  reference   to  warmwater  fish  habitat  manageme 
2.1-29    of    the   DRMP/DEIS. 

Item  1  would   be   implemented  as  new  reservoir 

opportunities  develop. 

t   objectives,   Table 

eau   of   Land   Management 
ns  District  Office 
.    Joshua   L.    Warberton 
74-12533    Hwy    20   West 
es,    Oregon    97738 

Joshua   L.    Warburton, 


atershed   improve 


Fol 

owing   are  my  comments   concerning    * 
urce  Management   Plan   and  Environme 

Draft    —  Three 

Rivers 

I,..;-.. 

ntal    Impact    Sta 

tement. 

The 

Draft        inadequately  addressed  and 

evaluated   a    nu 

liber   of 

e  allocations   a 

nd  competitiv 

determinations.       In    addition,    the 

analytical  -tech 

niques   used 

to  determine  resource  condition,   potec 

eed  reviewed 

etter   reflect   field  conditions   anc 

blj; 

range  personel,    most  knowledgible 

he   field,    should   be   giver,    the    responsibility   to   d 

p.-,.. 

ressive  AMP  * s   and   futuristic   imprc 

vement  plans. 

The 

BLM's  management  directive  of    "fos 

tering    the   wise 

st  use  of 

land  and  water   resources"   and    "to 

effectively   man 

urces    of    the   public    rangelands    to 

improve  and  mai 

ntain    economi 

and 

environmental   needs"    (FLPiiA,    PRIA 

and 

manage   for   the  basic   soil,    water   £ 

nd  economic   needs  of   the 

:  a . 

Nonuse    and   restricted   management 

the 

eds    of    the   area 

alternatives  A— D  are  illegal   and  alt 

rnative  E   should  be  rewritte 

to   reflect    intensive   and  progressive   management    of    all    of    our 

>urces   and  uses.      The  RMP  unfairly 

has 

commodity   emphasis. 

The 

RMP  unfairly  blames   livestock  grazing   for  poor  wa 

tersh.ed  con- 

upo 

!    the   area    due    to    fire   suppression 

Recent    resear 

ch   by    Buckhoi 

Gai 

Lher,    Eddlenan,    Miller,   Ar.gell,   Young  and  Evans      c 

learly    shows 

need  to   emphasize  and  manage   for   serai   successior 

al    stages   to 

lira 

Lt   and  prevent   erosion,    manage  for 

/ice   wildlife    needs    twenty   years    and    later    in    the 

futv.re.      A 

CRE 

oncly   junipc 

or   watershed 

and 

wildlife    concern    cf    the    area   and 

cal    changes 

V x  l 

L  beccne  critical   within   the  next 

-wenty   to   forty 

years   with 

ife  habit 
ent    and 

zed  tc 


inadequately  considered  are 

enhancement,  livestock  forag 

recreation  developner.t .   Prescribed  fire,  conditional 

nations  and  individual  trso  treatment  reeds  to  be  emph 
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realities  of  the  area.   In  fact,  forage  quality  and  predators 
are  the  short  tern  limiting  factors  for  deer  populations  while 
elk  populations  are  increasing  rapidly  due  to  excess  forage  qu 
in  the  area.   Juniper  encroachment  has  attributed  to  decreased 
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rshed  needs) 


management 
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prevent  unnecessary  o 
intensive  juniper  control  to  meet  ».« 

Stated  management  objectives  for  the  v 

Preferred  alternative  amplifies  problc 

by  failing  to  fully  consider  benefits 

alternatives.   Apparently,  the  realities  c  ="'°" 

in  the  state  office.   The  technically  inaccurate  methodology  to 

describe  benefits  and  impacts  for  each  management  alternative  are 

good  examples  of  programed  polarization  of  interests  and  issues. 
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and  Bureau  Manual  1601-1625. 


DRMP/DEIS  Table  2.1- 


Vegetatlon  manlpula 
improving  forage  co 
3,  Table  7). 


Use  adjustments  are  based  on  a  minimum  of  3  year 
utilization  and  climate  data.  The  estimated  capa 
DRMP/DEIS  are  projections  only.  Timing,  duration 
rate  will  be  established  through  allotment  speci 
agreements  and  AMPs. 


:tual  use, 

listed    In  the 
;  and  stocking 


PRMP/FEIS,    Append  1 


Table   11  on  methods.   Als 


1  (nary  Btafi 
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ament  was  prepared  by  i 
specialists  represent 
6-2,   DRMP/DEIS).   The 


interd 
from  v 
Table 
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Appendix  3, 


iplinary  team  has  relied  u 
very  recent  monitoring  and  evaluation 
B  6)  to  historic  data  dating  from  the  m 
rdlsclplinary  team  has  considered  both  present  and  potentla 
he  public  lands  (for  example,  refer  to  the  Energy  and  Miner. 
Ions  (pp.  3-49  to  3-56  and  4-48  to  4-54,  DRMP/DEIS).  Thorou 
lderatlon  of  the  potential  rangeland  and  wildlife  habitat 
fits  from  various  vegetation  manipulations,  prescribed  burn 
r  developments  has  been  presented  In  the  DRMP/DEIS  (see  pp. 
-12;  Appendix  3,  Table  6;  and  Appendix  3,  Table  7). 


Sec.  302(b)  of  FLPMA  requires  the  Bureau  to  regulate  use  of  the 
public  land  to  prevent  unnecessary  or  undue  degradation  of  the  lands 
This  section  does  not  apply  to  biological  processes  such  as  juniper 

The  Bureau  Is  required  to  periodically  review  grazing  preference 
under  43  CFR  4110.3  and  make  changes  in  grazing  preference  status 
where  needed.  The  Bureau  Is  also  required  to  reduce  active  use  If  thi 
use  exceeds  livestock  carrying  capacity  as  determined  through 
monitoring.  Increases  and  decreases  in  active  use  will  be  allocated 
In  accordance  with  43  CFR  4110.3-1,  43  CFR  4110.3-2,  and  Oregon  BLM 
Manual  Supplement  4100. 060.  Refer  to  Appendix  1,  Tables  9  and  11  in 
the  PRMP/FEIS. 

Refer  to 


2-63  for  TIAs. 


Disposition  of  State  grazing  leases  on  lands  acquired  by  the  BLM 
through  State  exchanges  were  handled  in  accordance  with  Oregon  BLM 
Manual  Supplement  4100.061.  In  the  majority  of  cases,  State  leases 
lands  acquired  by  the  Bureau  were  converted  to  active  preference  on 
the  permittees  license. 
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e  form 


Wild  and  Scenic   River  Designation  will  ha 

/e  a  negative   impact 

upon    future   management    needs   of    the   area. 

Watershed  needs  will 

not  be  met   so   no   new  designations   should 

De  proposed  od   supported 

by   the   BLM. 

Many  tines  the  worst  possible  way  to  protect  an  area  of 
environmental  concern  is  to  designate  it  as  such..  Some 
we  advertise  to  death  instead  of  protecting  through  mana 
ACEC's  need  to  be  identified  and  monitoced  without  adver 
and  exclusion  of  use.  No  ne:;  ACEC's  should  be  establish 
the  present  system. 


pa. 


"V- 


source  improvement  in  pla^ 
eas.  The  described  utilis 
und  nor  justified  --  heav? 
ght  duration  and  £ 
upporting  grazing  decreases 


-tlands 
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istcck  gr 
needs  of 
Lng  management  can 


1P.V  : 


for 


ind  at  the  right   time.      The  technical   data 
sases   appears   to   be    inadequate    and  based 
pon  utilisation  instead  of   long  term  trend  data  therefor  no 
razing    reductions    shov.ld   be   implemented   at    this    time.       In   addition 
t   appears    a    full    range   of   progressive   management  practices    and 
echnolgies   were  not  considered  in  the  planning  process.      Without 
uesticn,    the   main   problem   of    the   area   negatively    impacting   all 
esources   and  uses   is    juniper   encroachment.      Juniper   control   needs 
o  be  more   actively  persued  and  fire  allowed  to  become  a  part  of 
he   system  in   a  prescribed  manner. 


Thank    you    for 


idering    th 


/red    I.    Otley 
Diamond,    Cr    97722 
(503)    493-2702    or 
(503)    493-2469 


ase  will   not   lose   these  AUMs; 
made  until   the  Drewsey   reall 


The  Wild  and  Free-Roaming 
do   not   prevent   the  movemen 

improving  the  quality  of  c 
method  of  disposing  of  exc 
Increasing  the  quality  of 
adoption.   The  Drewsey,   And 


orse  and  Burro  Act  and  43  CFR  4700  group 

of  horses   from  one  HMA  to  another, 
o  HMAs   is  an  accepted   practice   of    * 
rtaln  herds.    Currently,    the   BLM's   main 
ss  horses   is   through   the  adoption  program, 
he  wild  horses   improves   their  chances   for 
ews  and  Riley  Management  Framework  Plan 


amendmen 

t   for 

management   of 

seven 

vA  Id 

horse  HMAs  was 

approved  on  May 

29,    1987 

Thi 

t  add 

ressec 

this   very   lss 

ue.  The 

single 

eject 

the  Director, 

as  he  af 

the  Bure 

iu's 

legal  option  tc 

horse- 

s   between  HMAs 

Refer   to   response  2-68. 

The  wild  horses    in  the  Kiger  and  Riddle  Mountain  are  of  a  distlnc 
color  and   type   in  that   they  have   the   phenotypical   appearance  of 
Spanish  Mustangs  and   by   today's  standards  are  a   breed  of  horse.   T 
dun  factor  color  pattern  which   they   possess   is   that  of   primitive 
horses.   Blood   studies  done   by  equine  serology  laboratories  of   the 

that  genetically  the  Kiger  Mustangs  most  closely  resemble  equine 
breeds  of  Spanish  origin.  These  breeds  include  the  Campolino, 
Chillean  Criollo,  Argentine  Criollo,  Peruvian  Paso  Fino,  American 
Paso  Fino,  Puerto  Rico  Paso  Fino,  Spanish  Mustang  Registry,  Luist 
Anduluslan  and  Mangalarga  Marchador.  It  is  Important  to  manage  an 
preserve  this  unique  kind  of  horse  on  the  range  because  they  are 
best  representation  of  the  Spanish  Mustang  running  wild  on  public 
lands   today. 

The  main  goal  in  managing  every  herd  is  to  maintain  a  thriving  he 
in  balance  with  other  uses  In  the  area.  Over  time,  this  results  i 
healthier  animals  with   improved  conformation. 


Kiger  Mustangs  do  not  appear 
at  this  time.  Quite  the  cont 
Spanish  Mustangs  are  dillgen 


to  be  competing  with   private  enterpris 
ary.   Members   of   the  public  who  own 
ly  seeking  Kiger  Mustangs   to  Improve 
small  number  of  Kiger  Mustangs  enterln 
compared   to  the   total  market,    is   negligible. 


There  was  an  error  on  Map  WH-1   in  the  DRMP  which  has  been  corre 
see  map  of   the  FEIS/RMP.   The   suggestion  of  a  horse   wire  across 
boundary  gates   is  a  practical  and  viable  option  and  may   be 
incorporated   Into  the   individual  Herd  Management  Activity  Plans 

Refer  to   responses  4-14  and  6-10.   The  use   of  coercive  measures 
Federal  acquisitions   is   prohibited  by   the  Uniform  Relocation 
Ass-Istance  Real  Property  Acquisition  Policies  Act  of  1970. 
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ORGANIZATION  DESCRIPTION 

organization  focused  on  restoring,  protecting,  a 

three  full-time  paid  staff  and  approximately  14C 
Oregon  Trout  i-s  an  advocate  for  the  fish  and  the 

DISCUSSION  OF  CONCERNS 

Planning  Documents :   Content  and  style:   The  pla 
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:>  a  degraded  stream  reach  wit 
example  of  a  meaningful, 
ive  would  be,  under  "Restore 
tatus  species:"  (Table  2.1-6} 


Protect/maintain  redband  trout  habitat  to 
maintain  year-round  healthy  populations  of 

throughout  the  life  of  the  management  plan 

comply  with  the  Clean  Water  Act  of  1987  and 
the  requirements  of  the  Oregon  Department  of 
Environmental  Quality. 


Planninq  Documents:   Issues--Wat 

er  Oualitv,  et 

al.  : 

The 

distric 

age  t 

Oregon 

Trout  on  water  quality,  special  status  speci 

wetland/reservoir  and  meadow  hab 

itat.  riparian 

aquatic 

habitat.   The  stated  ob} 

ality 

Protect  or  enhance  grc 

und  water  qual 

LtY 

and  improve  water  qua] 

standards  for  all  bene 

m)  by  Oregon 

DEQ] 

[Table  2.1-2] 

The  sta 

ted  management  action  is 

to  "Remove  livestock  for 

rom  approximately  80.9  m: 

les  of  stream  with 

qualiti 

Oregon  Trout  recogniz 

es  that  this  a 

:tlon 

will 

Elodea_<_  Van 


pur 


slpfu 


classes  defined  in  "Table  2.  Criteria  for 
g  Aquatic  Habitat,"  Appendix  6-3.  Bar  graphs 

ondition,  as  well  as  bar  graphs  illustrating  wetland 
ondition  and  current  riparian  habitat  condition  and 


Such  graphs 
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stages  and  pre 


ied  and  those  in 
used  in  Appendice 

nting  that  informs 
arly  and  usefully 


I  In  Appendix  6'  Table  1-  Aquatic  Habitat,  it  would  be  helpful 

9-5  I  allotment  listed  in  which  the  stream  segment  is  found,  havin 
I  the  allotment  numbers  would  facilitate  use  of  the  detailed 


the  maps  provi 


SS-1,  "Special  Status  Species."  The 
t  to  superimpose  on  Map  SS-1,  "Special 
areas  in  the  preferred  alternative 
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riparian  recovery  is  measure 
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including  water 


support  viable 
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nagement  plans  focused  on  fish  habitat 
ction,  and  to  ensure  adequate  monitoring 
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Oregon  Trout 
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Act  of  1973?  Such  prof 
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insure  that  the  needs  o 


action  tor  special 
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Endangered  Species 


and  big  game  species, 
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Juniper  removal,  for  example,  needs 
perspective.  Where  juniper  provides 
for  wildlife,  or  the  major  or  only  r 

riparian  vegetation  has  recovered  to 
habitat  now  provided  by  the  juniper. 


Juni 
The 


Interdependency : 
>  spoke  in  recogni 


aakers  at  the  February, 
rence  (Welches,  OR) 
n  of  the  values  of 


Prineville,  as  we 
Trout.   Examples 


recovery  of  a  degraded,  or  "poor"  condition 

rs)  of  complete  rest  has  been  recognized  by 
ze  managers  such  as  Oregon's  Wayne  Elmore  of 
11  as  by  conservation  groups  such  as  Oregon 
Df  improved  stream  conditions,  including 


interdependency  of  all  componen 
resource  managers  to  consider  t 

'Oregon  Trout  asks  now  what  spec 


practicable. . ." 
ively  removed  through 
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be  permitted 
Oregon  Trout 


objective.   Also,  Oregon  Trout  does  not  un 
information  provided,  how  the  upland  utili 
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Regarding  any  wiiarire  renaDiiitation  done,  Oregon  Trout 
would  recommend  that  any  species  planted  be  limited  to  the 
native  to  the  specific  affected  area.   Also,  fire 

wheatgrass,  which  already  comprises  5  percent  of  the  publi 
lands  in  the  Three  Rivers  Resource  Area.  Oregon  Trout  is 
concerned  with  what  soil,  hydrologic,  and  native  plant  anc 


ing 


incalculable  —  and  should 
specific  dollar  amount  ca 


ty,  and  composit 


from  developing  21  springs,  96  reservoirs,  and 

10  wells? 

Will  these  developments  decrease  surface  flows 

winter  temperatures)  on  these  streams?   Specif 

will  these  developments  result  in  compliance  w 

ith  Oregon 

DEQ's  water  quality  standards?   How  will  they 

meeting  or  exceeding  these  standards?   How  wil 

present  vegetation  achieve  these  results? 

Off-Road  Vehicles  (ORVs)  Management:   Oregon  Trout  is  also 

concerned  with  the  effects  of  Off-Road  Vehicles  on  the  pub 

lands,  and  especially  on  aquatic/riparian/wetl 

Oregon  Trout  is  aware  of  compliance  and  enforc 

in  south  central,  northeast,  southeast,  and  ce 

ntral  Oregon 

with  ORV  operators  who  refuse  to  keep  their  ve 

hides  out  o 

streams,  riparian  zones,  wet  meadows,  and  othe 

ss  suffer  fre 

this  abuse.   Once  an  area  becomes  known  to  som 

e  ORV 

operators,  it  is  nearly  impossible  to  prevent 

continued 

n,  the  Klama 

Basin,  has  been  repeatedly  fenced  and  posted. 

Yet  ORVs 

continue  to  violate  the  designated  management 

efforts  by 

driving  through  the  fencing,  after  cutting  the 

am  bed  for 

their  purposes  with  no  regard  for  the  values  they  are 

destroying. 

How  will  allowing  or  permitting  ORV  use  to  increase  comply 

with  FLPMA's  strictures  for  multiple  use?   How 

Will  ORV  US€ 

of  public  lands  achieve  compliance  with  Oregon 

DEQ's  water 

quality  standards,  with  the  Clean  Water  Act  of 

1987?   How 

e  Act  speaks  to  the  pre 
degradation  of  those  r 
omplish  or  comply  with 
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>n,  and  Maintenance 
Compliance  with  FLPMA,  the  clean  Water  Act,  Oregon  DEQ' 
Water  Quality  Standards,  the  Endangered  Species  Act,  th 
Bureau  of  Land  Management's  Riparian  Policy  (1987 

Management's  Fish  Habitat  Management  Plan  (1989),  and  a 
other  applicable  laws,  regulations,  policies,  and  rules 

communities,  and  individual  populations) 

Active  Consideration  of  Interdependency  (species,  et  al 


.,n.  I 


3l  of  Off-Road  Vehicles  on  Public  Lands 
ltific  Monitoring  of  Results  of  Management 
Licularly  with  Regards  to  Oregon's  Native 


Oregon  Trout 
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iby,    OR    97013 
:       503    266-1263 


Restoration  and   protection  of   redband   trout  and  Malheur  mottled 
sculpin  habitat   is   Implicit    in  the   selection  and   implementation  of 
the  Preferred  Alternative.   With  the   removal  of   livestock  from  38.8 
miles  of   riparian  habitat   presently   in  poor  condition,   and 
implementation  of    grazing   systems  along  30,4    miles   of    fish  habitat 
that   restrict  utilization  of   riparian  vegetation,   short-term 
objectives   of   restoration  of   fish  habitat   would   be   reduced. 


With  selection  and  implementation  of  the  Preferred  Alternati 
realization  of  long-term  objectives  of  protection  and  mainte 
restored  habitats,  and  compliance  with  State  and  Federal  wat 
quality  laws  are   fully  attainable  within  the   life   of 


k.-t.-r 


pla 


the  Proposed  Plan  for  monitoring  a 
collection  and  evaluation.  Funding 
es  will  be  allocated  through  the  Di 
d  to  the  Washington  Office. 


tions  delineating  me 
months  for  th 
Annual  Work 


The  BLM  does  i 


tor  use  and  utilization  on  grazing 
conservationists  evaluate  site  potential,  develop  grazing 
methodology,  evaluate  seasons  of  use  and  visit  sites  prio: 
after  the  period  of  use  to  assess  utilization.  Any  unai 
activity  is  noted  and  duly  reported  to  management,  whe 
decision  to  act  upon  those  activities. 


The   production  of   the  RMP  has  been  an  interdisciplinary 
throughout.    Individual   sections  have   been  prepared   by   t 
specialists  and    those    specialists    interacted  directly  w 

effort 
tie  appropris 

in  the   process   of  compi 
the  document  was  extens 

vely  reviews 

d  by   Dist 

rand's 

In  addition 
tate  Office 

program  leads  and   other 
prior  to   final  printing 
before   preparations   for 
substantive   analysis,    i 
since   been  filled  with 

specialists  at  several  stages  o 
Ron  Wiley's  departure  occurred 

printing,  so  he  was  Involved  In 
nteractlon  and  composition.  The 
a  professional  fisheries   blologi 

:  developmec 
)ositioa  has 

The  wording  in  the 
riparian  objectives 

better  will  be  excl 
time  a  grazing  syst 
6.1,  6.2  and  6.3  of 


ment  actions  has  been  revised;  however,  the 
not  been  changed,  and  riparian  habitat  in 
otential  for  water  quality  to  reach  fair  or 
or  5  years  or  until  fair  is  reached  at  which 
Id  be  implemented.  See  management  actions  WL 


splayed  in  the  DRMP/DEIS  summary 


This  has  been  corrected 


the 


PRMP/FEIS. 


presented  in  the  DRMP/DEIS,  Appendix  6,  Table  1,  p.  6-2. 
Additionally,  Volume  I,  Chapter  3-27,  Table  3.10,  presented  a  summary 
of  streams  in  each  condition  class.  For  additional  information  on 
derivation  of  condition  classes,  refer  to  response  2-25  and  Appendix 
2,  DRMP/DEIS. 


It  Is  acknowledged  that,  for  some  ii 

presentation  of  data  is  more  effect: 

However,  the  most  pertinent  informal 

analysis  and  decision-making  proces: 

With  limited  staff,  time,  and  budget  for  document 

determined  by  the  Planning  Team  Leader  that  the  i 

be  better  expended  on  concerns  of  a  more  primary 

PRMP/FEIS. 


The    BLM   provided   Map  WQ-1/Water  Quality,    In  Volume    I   of    the 
DRMP/DEIS,    to   facilitate   Identification  and  location  of  important 
streams  and    their  tributaries.   To  facilitate  coordination  of  Map  WQ-1 
with  Appendix  6,   Table   1,    stream  names  were   reorganized  and   listed 
according   to  DEQ   Nonpoint    Source  Assessment    of   drainage   basins  within 


Tl.r 


rang    . 


To  facilitate  comparison  o 
with  allotment  management 
were   added   to  allotment   na 


DRMP/DEIS,  Appendix  6,  Table  1, 
in  the  text,  allotment  numbers 
e   PRMP/FEIS. 


The  redband  trout  and  Malheur  mottled  sculpin  habitat  have  been 
to  the  Special  Status  Species  Map  (see  Map  SS-1,  PRMP/FEIS).  A 
the  potential  brush  controls  and  seedings  has  been  added  (see  M 
RM-3,  PRMP/FEIS).  The  prescribed  burns,  juniper  burns  and 
control-wood  cutting  areas  have  only  been  proposed  for  general 
at  this  time  (see  Appendix  3,  Table  7,  DRMP/DEIS).  These  projec 
will  be  designed  on  a  case-by-case  basis  through  the 
interdisciplinary  NEPA   process. 


interdisciplinary 


Based  upon  public  Input  and  interaction 
team  and  to  the  extent  practicable,  mana 
management  priority  criteria,  and  a  meth 
implementation  status  regularly.  Refer  t 
PRMP/FEIS. 

Aquatic  and   riparian  habitats  were  evaluated   through  water  qualit 

monitoring,    benthlc  macrolnvert) 

population  assessment,   photo  tr< 

photography  and   vegetative  util 

analyses  and   interpretation  of   these   data   provide  qualitative  and 

quantitative   information  concerning  habitat  condition  and  suitability 


aluated  through  wat 
analysis,  tradltio 
.idles,  color  infrar 
l  studies.    The   coll 


9-21 
9-22 


Juniper  removal  will  not  be  done  within  riparian  areas  where  the 
trees  are  providing  necessary  shade  or  where  they  are  necessary  for 
soil  stability.  Each  proposed  juniper  removal  or  controlled  wood 
cutting  area  will  be  reviewed  by  an  interdisciplinary  EA  team. 

The  potential  rangeland  improvement  projects  discussed  in  the 
DRMP/DEIS  (see  Table  4-9  and  Appendix  3,  Table  7,  DRMP/DEIS)  are 
considered  tentative.  The  detailed  analyses  that  are  requested  are 
better  suited  to  the  project  planning  level  where  the  actual  project 
design  is  developed.  Where  appropriate,  such  analyses  are  performed 
In  the  EA  for  specific  projects.  Such  projects  would  be  subject  to 
compliance  with  DEQ  water  quality  standards. 

Refer 


sponse  1-23. 
sponse  1-23. 
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Executive  Department 

155  COTTAGE  STREET  NE.  SALEM.  OREGON  97310 


January  30,   1990 


V^g^  |  PARKS  AND  RECREATION  DEPARTMENT 

!5  TRADE  STREET  SE.  SALEM.  OREGON  97310    PHONE  (503)  378-6305    FAX  (503)  378-6447 


DATE:  January  26,    1990 

TO:  State  Clearinghou 


Joshua  L.  Vlhrburt 
District  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Ma 
Burns  District  Of 
HC  7  4-12533, 
Highway  20  W. 
Mines,  CR    97738 


Subject:      Draft  Three  Rivers 

Resource  Management   Plan  and  EIS 
PNRS  #OR891108-012-4 


The    Parks    Department    and    the    State   Histo 

ric    Preservation   Office 

offered    the   enclosed   comments   which    shouk 

be   addressed    in   prepa 

of    the    Final    Environmental     Impact    Stateme 

nt.      The    Department    of 

Conservation    and   Development's    ccnnients    n 

ill    be    forvarded   as    so 

Council    of   Environnen 


INTERQOVEreWENTAL  RELATIONS  DIVISION 


rlonriri):lvnjse  Coordinate 


SUBJECT:   Comment! 


Recreational  Assessment 
ift  Three 


The  dr, 
analyse 
the  pla 


rs  Resource  Management  Plan  contair 
ar  projected  future  recreational  us 
Lacking  such  analyses,  it  is  diffi 
nal  needs,  both  current  and  future, 


planned  for  am 
the  assessment 
rthwest  Outdoor 


3ti-. 


Lfic 


Projecti 


Study 


ition  Consumpti 
bstantial  growth  in  a  variety  of  activities  in 
Oregon.  For  example,  by  the  year  2000,  nature 
viewing  and  study  are  projected  to  grow  by  41%,  RV  camping 
(42%),  tent  camping  (42%),  4-wheel  off-road  driving  (33%) 
backpacking  on  trails  (20%),  and  fishing  (20%). 


According 

o     the 

1988      SCORP 

-reat 

inn 

ists 

visiting 

for      their 

activit 

hot 

in       terms       of 

Recreationa 

Opport 

unity    Setti 

:hose    engaged     in 

hunting,    3  2 

6%  prefe 

rred  a  P 

sett 

25.6 

Primitive 

Setting; 

among 

ipei  s 

7 

7% 

pref 

erred      a 

2.3%  pre 

en 

ierai 

Other   than   potentia. 

wilderr 

i  tii. 

aft  me 

ttit 

ni. 

(in   terms   pertinent 

to  the   ROS) 

aval 

labi 

-    " 

the 

area. 

Similarly   the   plan 

Drovides 

no 

analyses 

of 

other 

existing 

or    planned 

for     dev 

eati 

nal 

faciliti 

es     (e.g. 

n        l 

Manage 

provided    as 

to    thel 

t  if 

low    they 

might    accomi 

nodate   growth    in 

rec 

,.-.,. 

,n. 

3t  the  following 


OREGON  INTERGOVERNMENTAL  PROJECT  REVIEW 


NVV^OV     Intergovernmental  Relations  Division 
N-OM-/  155  Cottage  Street  N.  E. 

Salem,  Oregon  97310 
373-7652 

STATE    AGENCY    REVIEW 
Project  Number  OR  89  11  OH  "  0  1  2  -  4  „.tllrn  Date: 
ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REVIEW  PROCEDURES 
If  you  cannot  respond  by  the  above  return  date,  pi 


This  project  has  no  significant  environmental  impact. 

The  environmental  impact  is  adequately  described. 

We  suggest  that  the  following  points  be  considered  i 


10-5    | 
10-6    | 


by    activity   type 


accommodate 


diversity      of 
rnatives     which 


Llity       develop 
existing   SRMA's 


:s  Management 


:    plan    t 
;luding  thei 


capacity 
identific 


REMARKS 


'U, 


Phone  Number  STS-U6S"! 


Wild 


The  State  Parks  and  Recreation  Department  is 
>  to  provide  certain  types  of  data  from  the  SCORP 
t  in  developing  several  of  the  above  items.) 

Scenic  River  Designation 


Segments  of  three  rivers 
potential  classification 
ineligible.  However,  nc 
processes  used  to  deem  tl 
This  should  be  provided 


lescription  of 
:e  segments  ine. 
the  Final  RMP. 


Segment  A  of  the 


nale  or 


/Blue  Bucket 


ed  to  be  eligible.  On  page  4-4 
ecommended  classification  is  "' 
ive  C.  Vet  in  the  summary  on  pac 
located  for  Wild  and  Scenic  Rive 


1.    In  other 
yided  for  the: 
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Historically,  once  a  river 

eligible,  the  next  step  is  to 

to  determine  the  appropriate  classif icatio 

decision  is  made  regarding  designation,  inte: 

would   entail   protecting   existing   values 

potential  corridor.   This  interim  management 

same  across  all  land  management  alternatives 

Visual  Resource  Management 


rnatives. 
determine 


ibility  study 
Lm  management 


Ithr 
of 


irt      Trail      route      is      to     bi 
.fication    of    the     landscape 


present  range  and  conti 
jvided  do  not  offer  a  dis 
illy  with  regard  to  recre 
i  analyses,    as   suggested. 


CLEARING.MMO 
cc:      Dave  Talbot 


10-5 
10-6 


10-10 
10-11 


Consumption  Projec 


both  the  Statewide  Compre 
SCORP)  and  the  Pacific  Nor 
Study:  Oregon  Proje 


Opportunity  Spect 


itor  use  data  Is  lacking  In 


illab 


.lis 


rization.  Plea 


off- 


v..,;r 


e  that  Item  No.  3  is  an  activity  planning 
more  detailed  in  scope  and  Is  scheduled  for  Intensive 
the  RHP  is  finalized.  Activity  plans  will  be  written 
kahomlny  Reservoir  and  Diamond  Craters)  to  address 
Interpretation.  Please  refer  to  response  1-23  which 


PRMP/FE1S,  Tab 
s  RA  Is 


s  2.17,  2.18,  2.19, 
Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 
for  inspection  at  the 


Refer  to  response  10-2. 

Refer  to  response  10-2. 

Refer  to  response  10-2. 

Refer  to  response  10-2. 

Refer  to  response  10-2 . 

Refer  to  response  10-2. 

Refer  to  response  3-6,  and 
2.20  and  2.21  which  address 
Inventory  for  the  Three  Rlv 
Bums  District  Office. 


Refer  to  response  9-1. 

Designation  and  classif icati 
will  not  be  independently  de 
When  displaying  the  range  uses  of  natural  and  commodity  resource 
values  by  alternatives,  there  are  publics  who  see  Wild  and  Scenic 
River  designations  having  a  great  influence  on  what  is  allowed  or 
restricted  on  river  reaches  and  are  aware  that  management  actions  of 
rivers  designated  wild,  scenic  or  recreational  can  be  quite  different 
from  each  other.  Some  publics  note  the  cumulative  effects  of 
management  recommendations  for  Wilderness,  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers, 
RNAs,  ACECs  and  SRMAs  on  large  land  areas.  Therefore,  we  will 
continue  to  have  proposals  for  the  Middle  Fork  as  either  Wild,  Scenic 
or  no  proposal  at  all  in  the  way  of  alternatives. 


Interim  management 
designation  proces 
objectives. 


of 


OREGON  INTERGOVERNMENTAL  PROJECT  REVIEH 


Intergovernmental  Relations  Division 

155  Cottage  Street  N.  E. 

Salem,  Oregon  97310 

373-7652 

STATE    AGENCY    REVIEW 

Project  Number  I)  K  8  9  1  1  0  0  ~"  0  1  2  ~  ^Return  Date:. 

ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REVIEW  PROCEDURES 

If  you  cannot  respond  by  the  above  return  date,  pi 
arrange,  an  extension  at  least  one  week  prior,  to  the  i 


impact  is  adequa 


„M„ 


ce  Management  (VRM)  objectives 
the  PRMP/FEIS  glossary  of  ten 
ve  been  added  to  th 


or  the  four  VRH 
(VRM  Class  I-IV 
actions  for  VRM  In 


Th. 


roposed 


-Blui-b 


are  no  designated  back  country  byways 
nagement  areas  (Map  ACEC-1)  such  as 
.,  Stonehouse  WSA,  Diamond  Craters 
ONA/ACEC,  Silver  Creek  RNA/ACEC  and  Middle  Fork  Malheur  River  and 
Bluebucket  Creek  primitive  management  area,  as  well  as  Appendix  8, 
DRMP/DEIS  note  areas  which  are  also  given  VRM  classifications  of  I 
II.  It  can  be  Illustrated  how  VRM  complements  these  areas  by 
comparing  maps  of  existing  designated  areas.  The  potential  areas  a: 
often  not  in  the  protective  classes,  but  will  be  when  designated  1: 
the  special  feature(s)  warrants  It. 


It 


;lbl,- 


al  foreground 


n.,s 


Trail 


(  la 


IV 


anagement  class.   However,    portions  of   the   trail   route 
in  the  RA  are  within  livestock  seedings  which  contain 
ines,    troughs  wells  and   tanks.   These  human  developments 
e  before   the  Desert  Trail  route  was  established. 

hiker's  experience  as   the   less   impacted  high  country  and 


CiJjL^V 


Agency        S~Ufo By 


fOS  FUIBIIE3 

-rtmr 


-  rnraio 

Number  CIUEM  AT  378 lii J 


:  established  through 
i   change  VRM  can  be 
land  and  developments 
are  not  In  place. 

Reshaping  the  scope  of  alternatives  would  not  produce  a  setting  other 
than  that  already  shown  by  the  document.  The  majority  of  recreational 
opportunities  will  not  be  affected  to  any  degree  by  any  of  the 

is  made  that  the  overall  changes  to  the 
considered  to  be  significant  (DRMP/DEIS, 
Chapter  4-35  through  4-41).  Intensive  use  areas  are  few  in  this  RA 
and  the  Bureau  does  not  Intend  on  enhancing  intensive  use  by 
construction  of  developments  other  than  Chickahominy ,  Diamond  Craters 
and  several  small  proposals  such  as  viewing  areas  and  trails. 


In  the  RMP  proce 


opportunities  to  protect  particular  cultu 
es  and  values  are  presented  in  the  Proposed  Plan.  Traditional 
merlcan  sociocultural  use  areas,  certain  historic  sites  and 
ar  prehistoric  sites  are  proposed  for  interpretation  or 
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Audubon  Society  ot  t'-.ilLmJ 


February  10,  1990 


ree  River 
20  West 


:iety  of  Portland  (PAS)  is  an  organization 
6,000  members  who  are  interested  in  wildlife  and  protecti 
natural  ecosystems  and  wildlife  habitat.  Many  of  our  men 
the  Three  Rivers  Area  for  recreation  and  wildlife  viewinc 
Conservation  Committee  of  PAS  speaks  for  the  Society  on 
conservation  issues.  We  have  commented  on  BLM  management 
and  recommendations  for  a  number  of  years,  and  are  please 
have  an  opportunity  to  make  some  suggestions  for  the  Thre 
Draft  RMP. 


I.  General  comments  on  organization 

II.  Specific 
III . Comments 


L, General  comments  on  the  draft. 

We  appreciate  the  level  of  detail  and  specificity  you  have 
written.    We  are  pleased  that  Burns  management  is  making 

which  you  intend  to  be  a  meaningful  document  for  its  life. 

We  also  want  to  compliment  you  on  Table  2.1.  It  is  easy  t 

and  will  continue  to  be  useful  for  -following  implementatic 
tiered  planning. 

The  draft  contains  a  number  of  management  objectives  and  a 
in  the  preferred  alternative  that  we  support;  for  example, 
positive  actions  to  protect  special  status  species  and 
designation  of  some  new  ACECs/RNAs.   We  have  three  major 
suggestions  for  improvement,  however. 


a.  We  propose  that  y 
analysis  of  potential 
incomplete  and  superf 


snt 


I  ES. 


control  program,  but  no  one  does  an  analysis  of  how  grazing 
programs  affect  grasshoppers.   There  is  a  well -documented 
relationship  between  grasshopper  infestations  and  bare  ground. 
We  believe  that  this  EIS  should  consider  the  impact  of  the 
grazing  program  on  the  likelihood  of  grasshopper  control 

p.  1-8.  Management  Objectiv 
but  we  question  whether  the 
the  Plan  can  be  met  without 


s.   The  objectives  s« 
atural  resource  objectives  set  in 
long  term  reduction  in  AUMs.    We 


2-3.   Crite 


vegetative  diversity,  it  is  also  a  useful 
criterion  could  be  more  broadly  stated  as 

criterion.   Perhaps  th« 
ecosystem  diversity. 

We  are  also  pleased  to  see  that  you  want  to  provide  for  public 
enjoyment  of  a  broad  spectrum  of  recreation  opportunities  on  BLM 
land.   See  the  birding/wildlife  viewing  point  above. 

p.  2-3.   Monitoring.   Monitoring  is  extrem 
sorry  that  you  did  not  provide  a  draft  mon 
Draft  so  that  we  could  comment.   Five  year 
interval  for  monitoring  in  an  RMP  with  a  1 
than  10  years.   We  suggest  that  budgeting, 
how  money  is  spent  be  an  important  part  of 
that  the  Area  Manager  review  progress  on  m 
and  spending  every  two  years. 

ely  important.   We  are 
ltoring  plan  in  the 

.fe  of  possibly  no  mor 
available  funding,  anc 
monitoring  the  RMP  anc 

anagement  objectives 

|  p.  3-2.   Ground  water  quality.   Although  data  are  not  now 
1  available,  the  RMP  and  EIS  are  not  complete  without  management 
1  objectives  and  analysis  dealing  with  the  issue.   We  suggest  that 
1  the  final  propose  a  plan  for  gathering  data  in  cooperation  with 
1  other  appropriate  agencies.   Similarly,  data  on  ground  water 
1  quantity  should  be  gathered  as  well. 

water  quantity  at  all  seasons  over  time. 
grazing  changes  the  level  of  water  tables 
An  appropriate  measure  of  improved  rangela 
data  showing  a  trend  toward  year  round  flo 

and  rate  of  run  off. 
ws  on  streams  now 

Page  2 

b.   You 

lave  an  opportunity,  not 

taken 

in  the  Draf 

-,  to 

n  programs  in  the  Burns 

District 

More  and  more  people 

jse  the  pu 

other  than  traditional  commoditi 

and  change  accordingly.   We  chec 

Wildlife 

Refuge  and  found  that  they  recorded  35,00 

1988.   More  than  32,000  visits  h 

en  recorded 

>ach  year  fc 

the  last 

15.   With  the  exception 

of  pe 

flooding 

grows 

The  Malheu 

Field  Station  reports  that  they 

losted 

8,500  visitor  nights 

during  1989.   These  people  are  c 

Dming 

to  see  birds 

and  other 

wildlife 

and  they  are  looking  o 

n  BLM 

lands  as  wel 

L  as  on  the 

The  RMP  doesn't  mention 

birdi 

ng  and  wildl 

a  recrea 

-ion  use,  or  factor  in  i 

ts  val 

ue  to  the  lo 

;al  economy 

c.   The 

:,lan  proposes  extensive 

range 

developments 

and  says  t 

the  projects  are  needed  in  order 

et  both  your 

natural 

"esource  improvement  and 

iroposed  num 

Der  of  AUMs 

If  the  c 

inflict  between  AUMs  and 

other 

objectives 

;an  only  be 

resolved 

by  such  extensive  devel 

the  carr 

fing  capacity  of  the  Ian 

SOUK 

of  the  range  developments  are  no  1 

onger  acceptable  to 

he  public  (e.g.,  seedings  to  nonnat 

ungr 

azed  grasslands),  and  others  won't 

□e  funded.    If  the 

lopments  don't  proceed,  what  assura 

nee  does  the  Plan  o 

natural  resource  objectives  will  t 

e  met?  We'd  like  tc 

restoring  degraded 

ripa 

rian  systems,  wetlands,  and  grasslands. 

We  b 

elieve  that  the  Plan  needs  to  be  more  realistic  about  t 

stock  grazing  carrying  capacity  of 

long  term.    The  difference  betweer 

50,000  AUMs  in 

Alternative  A  and  162,000  AUMs  in  Alter 

native  C  is  too  larc 

II. 

Specific  oaae-bv-Daqe  comments. 

Summary.   Some  of  the  data  in  Alt 

ernative  D  did  not  s 

istent  with  this  being  the  No  Change  alternative.   Watt 

ity  (Stream  miles)  improving,  for  e 

We  couldn't  trace  t 

ial  stocking  levels  to  other  number 

s  provided  in  the  D 

Is  t 

he  improvement  in  Livestock  forage 

d?   Aquatic  habitat  condition  (str€ 

Tabl 

e  3.1.  etc.   In  the  Alt.C,  is  Wild 

and  Scenic  River 

gnation  to  be  0  as  in  the  Summary  c 

r  5.4  as  in  Table  2 

He  i 

idn't  check  all  of  the  numbers,  but 

that 

there  may  be  others. 

P- 

-5.   Grasshoppers.   APHIS  does  an  EIS  for  their  prograr 

-specific  EA's  are  done  by  the  BLM 

for  the  grasshopper 

p.  3-16.  Rangeland  development  projects.  Interesting  da 
be  a  five-year  report  on  range  projects  completed,  cost, 
funding  source.  What  percentage  of  Range  Betterment  Fund 
been  spent  for  riparian  improvement  and  wildlife  habitat 
enhancement?  What  percentage  of  these  funds  do  you  inter 
spend  for  these  uses  during  the  life  of  the  RMP? 


Regarding  i 

laintenance,  fr 

Dm  our  point  of  view 

all  exclosures  anc 

riparian  z 

fences.   Why  else 

would  they 

be  needed?   Ma 

resources  dedicated 

these  kinds  of  projects  o 

rice  the  investment  ha 

stronger  e 

lforcement  of  m 

aintenance  agreements 

A  useful  t 

ble  would  add 

the  proposed  projects 

in  the  preferred 

alternativ 

:  to  the  existi 

ng  projects  in  Append 

ix  3,  Table  5.   I 

the  names 

nean  the  same  thing,  you  propose  to 

increase  seedings 

by  37%,  mi 

es  of  pipeline 

brush  control  by 

400%.   Our 

organization  v 

alues  the  public  lana 

in  a  natural 

lot  of  grief  with  tt 

is  proposal.   The 

EIS  should 

address  cumula 

tive  impacts. 

rses  and  bur 


and  native  wi 


jld  prefer  that  Alt 


your  support  for  the  Oregon  Natural 


status  species.  We  are  pleased  that 
■  these  species  into  management, 
letail  on  how  these  species  are 
Ferruginous  hawk  and  Western  sa 
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11-17 
11-18 


p.  3-34.  Nongame  species.  Oregon  Department  of  Fish  an 
Wildlife  has  data  available  on  which  species  would  be  ex 
the  Three  Rivers  Area  (The  Nongame  Wildlife  Plan) .  The  U 
and  Wildlife  Service  has  been  monitoring  trends  in  bird 
populations  (The  Breeding  Bird  Survey:  Its  First  Fiftee 
1965-1979,  Resource  Publication  157).  These  documents  w 
you  guidance  on  likely  habitat  problems  and  population  t 


m-j.-j 


Df  nongame  speci 


3.  3-39  shoul 

Please  call 
identifying 


specific 


p.  3-48.   The  text  in  the  appendix  did  not  support  the  table 
of  "L"  for  "Vulnerable  to  Adverse  Change"  for  Squaw  Lake  and 
Saddle  Butte.   Livestock  or  wild  horse  grazing  may  threaten 
Since  other  criteria  for  designation  seem  to  have  been  met, 
request  that  you  reconsider  recommending  these  two  sites.  V, 
would  also  support  your  designating  Hatt  Butte  as  an  RNA 
ungrazed  native  range  is  so  rare.   We  do  commend  you  for 
including  six  new  areas  as  RNA*s  or  ACEC's  and  prohibiting 
livestock  grazing  on  them.   We  would  like  to  see  the  large 
designated  for  Foster  Flat. 
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ing  potenti 
because  private  land  looks 


p.  3-67.  Economic  conditions.  Again,  birding  is  ignored  for 
contribution  to  the  economy.  The  Burns  Chamber  of  Commerce  h 
found  otherwise  with  its  waterfowl  festival! 
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rent  areas  proposed  for 

Why  are  12,500  seeded 
and  5,500  acres 


p.  4-23. 
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p.  4-28.   Wetland/Playa/Meadow  Habitat.   Alternative; 
should  not  be  grouped.   You  describe  differences  in  the  text. 
Each  alternative  should  be  separately  analyzed.   Why  will  playa 
habitat  be  grazed  prior  to  July  31?   I  recognize  that  you  are 
trying  to  provide  forbs  for  sage  grouse,  but  doesn't  grazing  then 
conflict  with  nesting  birds  of  other  species?   Playas  should  not 
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III.   Comments  on  the  Preferred  Alternative. 


r  removed  from  the  preferred  alternative, 
used  Table  2 . 1  to  organize  the  following 

Table,  a  useful  addition  to  the  RMP  as  it  is, 

:  useful  if  you  would  add  a  Table 
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We  support  you 
to  improve  riparian,  wetland 
reduction  should  be  greater 
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range  projects  w 
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RNA's    and    ACEC • s . 

Squaw   Lake   as   RNA' 
size   of   the    Foster 


also    support   your 
and    Saddle    Butte 
at    RNA/ACEC. 


The   DRMP/DEIS   Is  designed   to  give   comprehensive  management  direction 
on  an  areawlde   basis.   Detailed  analyses  of   specific  actions  are 
performed   through  EAa  and  are    required   to  be   In  conformance  with   the 
land  use   plan.   As  such,    the   linkage   between  future  on-the-ground 
projects  and    the  RMP  will   be   through  the  analysis  of   the  conformance 
of   these   projects   with   the  management  objectives,   directives  and 
resource  or  land   use  allocations  made    In  the  RMP. 

Your  comment  on  watchable  wildlife  Is  a  valid  one  and  a  management 
directive  will  be  developed  to  address  the  opportunities  available  o 
Bureau-administered  lands  to  enhance  this  use  of  wildlife  resources. 
A  publication,  Oregon  Wildlife  Viewing  Guide  Defenders  of  Wildlife, 
1987,  shows  areas  in  the  RA  and  a  new  BLM  publication  for  1991  will 
also  highlight   areas   to  view  wildlife. 


h'.-f.M 


:\-t<- 


5-] 


9-1. 


5-17. 


As  range  conditions  Improve  through  Implementation  of  grazing 
systems,  bare  ground  should  decrease  through  Improved  plant  vigor, 
increased  ground  cover  and  litter  deposition.  As  these  components 
improve,  the  likelihood  of  grasshopper  infestations  is  reduced.  Th 
Bureau  has  no  control  over  the  climate  which  also  plays  a  large  pa 
in  grasshopper   Infestations. 


Keter 


sponse    5-17. 


The   BLM  recognizes   the    Importance  of  collection  and    interpretation  of 
data  on  ground  water;    however,   under  the  Clean  Water  Act  and   State 
Water  Law,   DEQ  has  administrative   responsibility   for  development  and 
Implementation  of   a  ground  water  monitoring  plan.   Though   no  plan 
presently    exists    for  Harney    County,    the   BLM  would    cooperate    with   DEQ 
and  other  appropriate   agencies  on  plan  development. 
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the  RMP  would 

feel  free  to  telephone  if  you  have  question 
We  appreciate  the  amount  of  time  you  ha 
this  draft,  and  hope  that  our  comments  help  you  wi 
improving  the   final   RMP. 


Linda  s.  Craig 

for  the  Conservation  Commit 

Audubon  Society  of  Portland 


The  soils  management  objectives  (DRMP/DEIS  Table  2.1-6)  have  been 
expanded  to  provide  a  basis  from  which  progress  can  be  evaluated.  The 
objectives  target  accelerated  (human  Influenced)  erosion  as  opposed 
to  total  (geologic  and  human)  erosion.  Refer  to  the  Proposed  Plan  for 
a  detailed  monitoring  program.  Also,  see  "Monitoring  The  Three  Rivers 
Resource  Management  Plan"  on  page  2-3  of  the  DRMP/DEIS. 

Bureau  directives  have  required  that  30  percent  of  Range  Betterment 
Funds  (8100)  be  spent  on  riparian  projects.  The  Three  Rivers  RA  has 

rescinded,  therefore,  the  RMP  area  will  continue  to  spend  at  least  30 
percent  of  the  Range  Betterment  Funds  allotted  to  the  RA  by  the 
District  prioritization  process  on  riparian  improvement  projects. 
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1-18.  Also,  monitoring  of  habitats  will  require  an 
as  the  monitoring  plan  Is  being  Implemented.  Anyone 
wildlife  habitat  program  is  encouraged  to  offer 
formulation  of  data  collection  and  monitoring 
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Refuge)  and  the  surrounding  prt 
There  is  viewing  of  big  game  (s 


nongame 


Bur 


widespread  areas  during  certain 

animal  habitats  are  made  known  to  the  public  through  various  means 
(such  as  brochures,  talking  with  groups  Interested  in  certain  kinds 
of  fauna  and  participating  In  locally  sponsored  activities  promoting 
visitor  interest  in  watchable  wildlife).  We  will  continue  to  promote 
wildlife  viewing  on  Bureau  lands  where  it  is  environmentally  and 
economically  feasible. 
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appropriat. 
importance  critf 
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means  of  mitigating  i 
upon  their  habitat  r« 

ORV  use 
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through 


Bureau  policy  to  withdraw  areas  where  special  values  may  be 
through  surface  management  such  as  special  stipulations  or 
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ct  updated  Info 
general  In  nat 
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vegetation  have  be 
The  Environmental 
Chapter  3,  Vegetat 
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See  Vegetation 
an.  See  also  response  1-13 
proposed  for  seeding  In  A 


plan.  Littlefleld  et 

blomass  may  be  highest  in 

may  contribute  to  lessened  availability  of 

predators.  Also,  refer  to  response  2-74. 


Refer 
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PRMP/FEIS. 


n  p.  4-23  of  the  DRMP/DEIS 
actions  but  implementation 
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not  Intended 


and  6-8. 


been  added,  see  Chapti 
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Special  Status  Species 
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Wetland  Habitat 
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The  statement   that 
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with 

a  significant 

AUMs 
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nt  management 
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were  combined 

See  management  actions  WL  6.1,  6.2  and  6.3  of  the  Proposed  Plan. 
Also,  the  utilization  levels  are  Independent,  meaning  if  one  is 
reached  the  livestock  are  removed.  Also,  see  response  2-7. 

Refer  to  response  1-23. 

Refer  to  responses  1-26,  3-1  and  11-16. 


should  have  a  positive 


The  "very  high" 


the  annual 


(from  621  Mbf/year  to  341  Mbf/year).  Thereto 
=   existing  program  is  very  high,  reduced  by 


11-24 
11-25 


Refer  to  p.  4-8  of  the  DRMP/DEIS  for  a  discussion 
livestock  grazing.  As  the  life  of  this  plan  is  10 
taking  longer  than  this  are  termed  very  slow.  In  t 
condition   is   the  only  livestock  grazing  objective 


E  an  objective  to  provide  160,0 
ror.  AUM  levels  were  removed  fr 
allow  the   carrying  capacity  of 


This  has  bee 


in   the    PRMP/FEIS. 


11-29 
11-30 


The  method  of  brush  control  to  be  used  will  be  • 
objective  of  the  project.  There  are  a  variety  o 
applied.  The  acres  of  potential  brush  control  a 
percent  of  the  big  sagebrush  type  In  the  RA.  A 
be  prepared  for  each  brush  control  project  to  a; 
time,  use  of  chemicals  is  prohibited  on  public 
noxious  weed  control.  The  BLM  has  prepared  an  E 
treatment  which  addresses  the  herbicide  applica 
is  finalized  and  a  Record  of  Decision  approved 
lands  In  Oregon,  chemical  application  Is  not  a 
method  of   brush  control. 


ethods  which  can  b 
approximately  5.6 
e-specific   EA  will 


See  DRMP/DEIS   Table   2.1   pp.    5, 
Table   7,    p.    3-177,    for  managemei 
features  regarding  brush  control. 

A   total  of  61,275  acres  are   listed   for  potential   brush  control.   Th 
figure    includes  seedbed   preparation  for  seeding,   as  well  as  areas 
potential   brush  control  only.    Seeding  acres  are   Included   In  brush 
control  acres.   This  overlap   in  acreage  will  be   clarified    In   the 
PRMP/FEIS. 


1-11  and   11-27. 


Alternatives 


,   B  and  C  do  all  have   the   same   overall,    long-term 
impacts   on  the   vegetation.    Specifically,    a   positive  effect  on  overall 
vegetative  diversity   In  the  RA.   However,    the  analysis  of   the   impacts 
of  Alternatives  A,   B  and  C  on  vegetation  did   not  adequately 
differentiate  among  them.   The  objective  and   management   actions   for 
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Nearly  att  rapananarw 

maintaining  all  vater  quality  to  an  excellent  condition  should 

Alternative  C  provides  only  token  protection  or  restoration 
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Thefollovrnqareour  recommendations 

1)  Develop  an  alternative  to  restore  and  maintain  range  land  in  excellent, 

Cattle  grazing  should  be  reduced  or  eliminated  vnere  appropriate 


;  habitat  must  bet 
land  protected 


vith  their  environmental  impacts 

6)  Eliminate  alt  crested  vheatgras3  seeding  project 

7)  bighorn  sheep  habitat  protection  and  impacts  must  be  addressed  in  the  plan  end  the  forage 
allocations  vithin  natural  bighorn  range  must  go  to  bighorn  sheep  entirely  (no  other  grazing) 

8)  Designate  the  majority  of  the  South  Fork  end  Middle  fork  Malheur  Rivers,  all  of  Bluebucket 
Creek,  and  all  of  theSilvies  Riveras  Wild  end  Scenic 

9)  Wildlife  vi  nter  range  forage  allocations  should  have  priority  over  live 


Yours  truly  n 


L2-2 

12-3 


In  accordance  with  provisions  of  the  Bureau  Manual  (Section  1622.21) 
the  Proposed  Plan  provides  for  the  protection  of  482  acree  of 
selected  Ponderosa  Pine  Old  Growth  Forests  within  the  RA.  Maps  F-3, 
4,  5  and  6  display  the  locations  of  the  forest  tracts;  Tables  2.4, 
2.9  and  2.10  address  various  aspects  of  Ponderosa  Pine  Old  Growth 
Fores 


The  Draft  does  not  address  the  construction  of  logging  roads  in 
miles.  The  forested  areas  within  this  RA  have  all  previously  been 
logged  and  new  road  construction  would  be  very  minimal.  Historically, 
only  short  spur  roads  or  road  extensions  have  been  necessary  to 
accomplish  timber  management  activities.  An  average  of  approximately 

years  and  new  construction  is  expected  to  be  the  same  or  leas  for 
future  activities.  Costs  have  averaged  $76  per  station  ($2,280  per 

with  future  inflation  rates.  This  increased  cost  will,  however,  be 


responses 


-10  and  2-78. 


The  alternatives  presented  in  the  Draft  were  developed  with  full 
public  participation  and  represent  a  comprehensive  and  reasonably 
achievable  range  of  options  for  meeting  the  Bureau's  full  range  of 
multiple-use  management  responsibilities  in  the  Three  Rivers  RA.  It 
is  not  anticipated  that  additional  alternatives  will  be  developed, 
however,  the  concerns  expressed  were  considered  by  management  in  th 
development  of  the  Proposed  RMP. 


Refe 


2-44. 


See  PRMP/FEIS,  Appendix  1,  Table  13  for  project 


Site-specific  NEPA  documen 

tation  is  prepared  for  each  proje 

See  PRMP/FEIS,  Appendix  1, 

Table   12    for  Standard  Design  Fea 

12-8 

Refer 

to  response  1-11. 

12-9 

Refer 

to   response   2-78. 

12-10 

Refer 

to  responses   3-6. 

12-11 

Refer 

to  responses  2-6  and 

2-10. 
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Joshua  Warburton 
District  Manager 
Burns  District  BLM 
HC  74- 12533  Hwy20West 
Hines,  OR  97736 


Deal  Mi    Waibuibn 


The  Oregon  Natural  Resources  Council  (ONRC)  wishes  to  present  comments  on  the 

Three  Rivers  Resource  Management  Plan  Dralt  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

(TRDEIS). 

ONRC  opposes  the  preferred  Alternative  C  and  recommends  Alternative  A  with 

modifications 

Special  Management  Ar oas 


The  TRDEIS  recommends  few  areas  for  special  protection  status 

ONRC  recommends: 

Malheur  River  and  Stonehouse  WSA'S  be  wilderness 
Diamond  Craters  inventoried  roadless  areas  he  wilderness 
Sage  proposal  areas:  Crow  Camp  Hills,  Behuh,  and  Stinking  Water  Country  be 
backcountry  areas  (no  motorized  use,  no  grazing  or  restricted  grazing,  no 
domestic  seeding  development,  no  water  developments  for  domestics) 
Otis  Mountain-Birch  Creek  area  be  backcountry 
immigrant  Creek  and  Silvies  River  Canyon  be  backcountry 

The  BLM  should  consider  a  backcountry  allocation  for  areas  such  as  the  ones  above 

Backcountry  would  provide  protection  for  specific  areas  without  wilderness 

designation 

Mining 

The  TRDEIS  should  withdraw  all  remaining  strearnsides,  wetlands,  springs,  aspen 
and  scenic  areas  from  all  forms  of  mineral  entry  until  a  comprehensive 
cummulative  impacts  EIS  on  mining  is  done 

Geo  thermal 

The  TRDEIS  should  withdraw  all  lands  from  geothermal  entry  and  issue  no  leases 
until  a  comprehensive  cummulative  impacts  EIS  is  done 


I 
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Forest 

No  lands  should  be  allocated  to  timber  management  or  logged  until  a 
comprehensive  old  growth  and  native  forest  inventory  is  done  and  an  old  growth 
forest  stystem  allocation  is  designated,  for  example  old  growth  and  native  forests 
in  the  Otis  Mountain  -Birch  Creek,  Emigrant  Creek,  and  Hay  Creek  areas    What  are 
the  impacts,  extent,  and  costs  of  planned  logging  roads? 

Fisheries.  Water  Onality  and  Riparian 

Fisheries,  concerns  including  Red  Band  Trout  habitat,  are  not  detailed  nor  are  full 
impacts  disclosed  Current  riparian  and  water  quality  conditions  are  mostly  'fair  to 
poor"  and  the  TRDEIS  does  not  improve  these  resources  enough    After  forty  years 
of  "management"  with  only  slight  improvements,  the  management  condition  goal  of 
fisheries,  water  quality  and  riparian  must  be  "good-excellent"  within  ten  years  and 
then  all  "excellent"  after  ten  years.  We  do  not  care  what  methods  of  riparian, 
wetland,  and  watershed  improvements  are  used,  but  "excellent"  must  be  the  on  the 
ground  result  of  the  TRDEIS   A  full  inventory  of  aquatic  habitat  and  a  detailed 
enhancement  and  restoration  plan  of  aquatic  habitats,  including  time  and  costs 
schedules  should  be  done  in  the  TREIS 

Crested  Wheat  Seedings  and  Range  Developments 

All  crested  wheat  seedings  should  be  eliminated  and  native  species  used  for  forage 
and  wildlife  projects,  except  for  isolated  catastrophic  fire  cases  where  severe 
erosion  will  occur  and  native  species  will  not  do  the  job  (as  generally  recommended 
by  Oregon  BLM  State  Director  on  January  23,  1990).  Range  developments  such  as 
pipelines  and  fences  should  be  reduced  to  a  minimum  so  as  not  to  induce  cattle  into 
new  areas  that  were  lightly  grazed  m  the  past  Benefit/cost  projections  for  all 
range  development  proposals  should  be  provided. 

Wildlife 

The  TRDEIS  does  not  adequately  address  wildlife  resources  Bighorn  sheep  and 
antelope  should  have  specific  management  plans  for  habitat  protection  including 
full  and  detailed  impacts  of  the  proposed  action.  Bighorn  sheep  reintroduction 
plans  if  any  should  be  analyzed   In  bighorn  sheep  range  all  forage  should  be 
allocated  to  wildlife   The  forage  allocation  for  big  game  (deer  and  elk)  appears  to 
be  only  3$  of  total  forage  and  yet  the  TRDEIS  claims  dramatic  improvements  in  big 
game  habitat  condition  What  defines  "satisfactory"  and  "unsatisfactory"  habitat 
conditon  and  what  detailed  management  actions  will  significantly  improve  big 
game  habitat?  Winter  range  forage  should  be  allocated  to  wildlife  first  and  then 
cattle. 
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The  TRDEIS  only  shows  an  immediate  10,600  AUM  decrease  and  then  pro|ects 
increased  AUM  s  in  the  future   Our  experience  on  the  ground,  indicates  that 
overgrazing  has  occurred  in  many  areas  and  cattle  removal  in  some  areas  is  the 
only  way  to  improve  966,000  acres  of  ".fair -poor"  condition  lands   Simple 
management  method  changes  will  not  be  enough  in  some  areas  and  it  appears 
unrealistic  to  not  significantly  decrease  cattle  AUM's  and  still  show  significant 
improvements  in  other  resource  values  such  as  riparian,  wetland,  water  quality, 
watershed  and  wildlife  habitat 

Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 

The  TP.PEIS  is  inadequate  in  analysis  for  wild  and  scenic  rivers   The  Wild 
recommendation  for  the  middle  fork  Malheur  River  1;  commendable    Thank  you 
The  following  rivers  should  also  be  recommended  for  designation 

Middle  Fork  Malheur  River  -  segment  C 

Blue  Bucket  Creek 

South  Fork  Malheur  River 

Silvies  River  Segment  A 

Emigrant  and  Hay  Creeks  should  be  studied 


and   special 
sculpin. 


e  2.1,    Managemen 
nt  obje 


full   restoration  and   enhancement   plan  for  aquatic  habitats, 
ricluding  costs,   workroonths  and   scheduling  was   beyond   the   scope   of 
anagement  directives   for  the   Three  Rivers  RMP.   However,   monitoring 
ctlons  are   Included   In  the  PRMP/FEIS  and  will   be  used   to  assess  RMP 
Ian  implementation  and  attainment   of  management   objectives.   A  more 
peclfic  monitoring   plan  will    be  developed  which   will   identify   types 

llocated,   and   procedures   for  Implementation  of   results.   These  data 
ould   allow  the   BLM  to  make   site-specific  adjustments   in  the 
anagement   plan   to  attain  stated   objectives. 


We  commend  the  BLM  for  their  ACEC  proposals  and  would  like  to  recommend  some 
changes 

Foster  Flat  be  increased  to  1,870  acres 

Biscuitroot  be  increased  to  5,280  acres 

Obsidian  be  included  at  16,900  acres 
Kiger  Mustang  area  be  retained  as  ACEC,  but  be  designated  for  protection  of  natural 
values  rather  than  wild  horse  values. 

Maps  and  Allocations 

One  comprehensive  and  detailed  map  0/2"  scale)  should  be  provided  to  show  all 
the  land  allocations  togethe:  for  easy  comjar:; :r. 


Oregon  Natural  Resources  Council  (0NRC)  looks  forward  to  a  revised  and  complete 
TRX'EIS  with  much  more  detail  and  disclosure  of  impacts 
Thanks  for  the  opportunity  to  comment 

Sincerely, 

Tim  Lillebo 

0NRC     Eastern  Oregon  Field  Office 


13-13 
13-14 


Rangeland  developments  will  continue   to  be   utilized   t 
resource  management   problems.   Benefit/cost   projection 
provided    for   the   potential  projects   outlined   in  the  Rl 
projects  are   considered   to  be    tentative  at   this  time.    Further 
refinements   in  project  design  at   the  activity  planning   level  are 
anticipated.    See  page  4-69,   DRMP/DEIS,    for   the   rangeland  Improvement 
investment   totals  per  alternative.    See  Appendix  1,   Table   13, 
PRMP/FEIS   for  a  general  estimate  of   the  cost  per  unit  of   the  various 
project   types. 


Tin.., 


ling 


big  game 

Refer  to  responses  2-6,  2-10 


oposed  bighorn  sheep  reintroductio 
Table  2.1-21,  item  2,  and  Table  2. 
n  of  DRMP/DEIS  are  proposed,  in  pa 
t.  See  DRMP/DEIS  pp.  4-20  through  < 
and  2-78. 


DRMP/DEIS,  Tabic 


2.1-20  through  23 


actory  big  game  habitat 
-13,  respectively.  Also, 
response  2-6. 


Oregon  Wilder 

less  EIS  containing  Bu 

>een  completed 

Therefore,  the  RMP  d 

designations 

or  management  of  the 

of  this  pla 


The  Bureau  has 


gement    category    to 
s   planning  system.    Backcountry  allocations  are   not 
with    planning  guidance   and    thus    there    is   no  umbrella  of 
under  a  single   backcountry  designation  or  management 
Rather,   backcountry   becomes  established  and  enhanced   by 
rce  activity   recommendations  such  as   off-road   vehicle 
isual   resource   management    classes,    mining   withdrawals  an 


il  valu 


il  display  of  all  such  allocations  on 
\.   1/2"  scale  map  for  the  Three  Rivers 
t  by  4  feet  and  is  impractical  for 
the  PRMP/FEIS,  Table  5.2  for  program 


13-3 

Refer  to  response  5-18. 

13-4 

from  geothermal  entry  and  leasing.  Appendix  9  (Tables  4,  6,  8,  10,  11 
and  12)  addresses  geothermal  leasing  stipulations  and  development.  No 
cumulative  impacts  were  forecast  for  up  to  10  scattered  temperature 
gradient  holes  with  no  development  projected  to  occur  during  the  life 
of  the  plan.  Before  any  production  can  occur,  an  EIS  is  required 
under  NEPA.  An  EIS  would  address  the  cumulative  impacts  at  that  time. 

Also,  refer  to  response  5-18. 

Red  band  trout 
would  delineate  age  composit 
These  data  will  contribute  t 
scheduled  for  development  in 
Information  please  refer  to 

Realistic,  achievable  goals 

alternatives  and  selecting  a 
Rivers  RA,  many  miles  of  sen 


cheduled  to  begin  during  FY  91/92  and 
and  distribution  of  the  population. 
Redband  Trout  Habitat  Management  Pla 

seal  Year  93.  For  additional 


aquatic  and  riparian 


of  all  ripari 

Details  of  BLM  aqua 
DRMP/DEIS  in  Chapte 
data  were  provided 
habitat  summaries  w 


Alternative.  Under 
cent  of  all  stream  i 


ty.  Seventy-f 


imary  goals 
tive,  115 

improved  to 
Ive  percent 
Ion  by    1997. 


in  the 


3-27  and  Chapter  4-3  through  4-6.  Summaries  of 
n  Tables  3.10,  3.11,  3.12,  4.1  and  4.2.  Aquatic 
re  also  presented  in  Volume  II  -  Appendices, 
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District  Manager 
Burns  District  0 
HC  74-12533  Hwy 
Mines ,  Oregon 


burning.  Juniper  control  an 
;pecles  plantings  arc  equally  If  not  more 
DEQ   proscriptions   on   smoke 


day.   While  I  reallz 


some  of  your 


frankly,  a  1 

Beginni 

definition  c 


Iraft  Three  Rivers  RMP/EIS  for  the  past 
come  away  with  an  uneasy  feeling  and 
in  the  technical  analysis  of  che  plan, 
agement  segment  of  your  plan. 

of  13,307  acres  of  forestland.  3,397 
■y   were  not  commercial  forestland.   The 
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h» 

Eurthe 

a—sage       an.-1.      output 

r    indicat 

eductions      w 

n  goals    are 

iously    m 

lined   in 
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t  Management   Practices, 
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ng     is     t 

^able    Cut    wa 

years    ago),       it    turned 

70 

joard    fee 

r    pe 

year          In    effect,     the 

d    to  be 

apable    of   producing   30% 

r     than     the 

jmmercial 

threshold    of    100    board 

actual  growth 
nearly  50.000 
The     1984     invei 


I 


This   may   appear   simplistic.     However,   logic   wou 
tremendous  error  with  your  current  methodology. 

For  years  I  have  been  observing  the  vast  tracts  of  BLM  land  in 
areas  like  Dry  Mountain,  Claw  Creek,  Horton  Mill,  Emigrant  Creek. 
Silvies  River,   Silvies  Valley  and  Drewsey  with   their   tremendous 

stands  were  being  ignored  for  their  timber  management  potential.   When 

each  in  stumpage,  you  are  indeed  squandering  a  tremendous  resource. 
At  $350  per  MBF  and  1,000  MBF  per  year  that  you  understate  the 
allowable  harvest,  the  treasury  is  losing  $350,000  in  payments  plus 
untold  receipts  as  a  result  of  the  jobs  created  by  the  preparation, 
harvest  and  processing  of  this  volume. 

Let  me  move  now  from  the  timber  issue  to  other  resource  issues: 

1)  Your  data  indicates  that  you  lack  even  1/100  of  a  mile  (52.8 
feet)  of  stream  in  "Excellent"  condition.  Nor  do  you  project 
improving  any  streams  to  excellent  condition  in  the  preferred 
plan.  Having  seen  some  streams  that  seldom  feel  the 
pressure  of  one  man's  boot  or  one  cow's  hoof,  I  must  wonder 
if  your  standards  of  excellence  are  unobtainable  or  your 


-  !  I  1  ■ 


.11" 


1  Lt 


.•id.  ., 


grasses  presen 


occasional  deer  or  elk  deposition.  Is  that  poor  range? 
Considering  the  forage  you  propose  to  remove  from  livestock 
and  "give"  to  the  elk,  you  should  have  nearly  600  elk 
residing  exclusively  on  BLM  lsnds  year  round.  When  one 
considers  the  area  your  ownership  covers,  the  mix  of  land 
ownerships  and  acreage  devoid  of  elk,  you  could  have  no  more 
than  10%  of  the  elk  residing  on  your  lands.  That  would  mean 
about  6,000  head  within  the  Three  Rivers  Boundary.  While  the 
ODFW  is  the  ultimate  authority,  I  would  dare  say  that  1.500 


,ved    by 
sity  of 


Total  forestland  acres  equals  13,307.  Dlscusslo 
Chapter  3-3  Indicates  only  9,291  acres  are  comm 
definition  (capable  of  producing  20  cubic  feet 
Therefore,    3,397   acres  are   classified  as   noncom. 


619 


US 


able    (w 


Erap.il 


forestland  and 
rently 


Available    (multiple-use   constrained    for  wildlife  cover).   The 
remaining  8,873  acres    (timber   base  acres)   are  multiplied   by   the 
factor  of   70  which  yields   the  existing  621  Mbf  annual  allowable 
harvest.   The   factor  of  70  was  erroneously  stated   in  this  document  a 
to  you  personally  as  being  a  BF  growth  rate  per  acre  per  year.   This 

allowable   cut   levels.   The   old  John  Day  RMP  annual  harvest  of   3,400 
Mbf  was  determined   in  the   BLM's   Oregon  State  Office  allowable  cut   r 
in  1974  and   was  based  on  an  Inventory  of  48,818  acres.   From  these   t 
numbers,    the   factor  of   70  was  derived  and  used    in  this   planning 
document   to  determine  harvest   levels   for  all  alternatives. 


Alt 


Mbf 


differs  from  the  existing  situation  (DRMP/DEIS,  Table  3.4,  showing 
621  Mbf)  because  the  previous  John  Day  RMP  did  not  account  for  the 
buffering  of  all  nonperennial  streams,  springs  and  seeps  which  has 
been  an  accepted  practice  within  BLM  resource  disciplines  for  the 

latest  forest  inventory  (1985),  we  believe  we  have  used  the  most 
logical  process  available  to  determine  annual  harvest  levels,  which 
should  be  reasonably 


BLM  fores 
potential 
actlvltle 

.    Current   budget 
s  which  are  gener 
substantial   size 

ot   being  ignored   for 
constraints  dictate  f 
ally   confined   to  the 
(in  acres). 

timber  managem 
arest  manageme 

14-2 

Refer  to 

response   14-1. 

14-3 

Refer   to 
Refer  to 

response   14-1. 

14-5 

Refer  to 

response   14-1. 

14-6 

Refer  to 

response   14-1. 

14-7 

Refer   to 

responses  2-25,   2 

-28  and  2-45. 

14-8 

The   DRMP/DEIS  does    not   list    the   Riddle   Mountain 

Allotment  as  1 

poor  range  condition.  On  the  contrary,  Appendix  1,  Table  9  shows 
Riddle  Mountain  Allotment  as  having  satisfactory  range  condition. 
However,  Appendix  1,  Table  7  does  Identify  this  allotment  as  having 
unsatisfactory  habitat  condition  for  big  game. 


>  response  2-11.  In  the  areas  where  a  change  in  management 
Ueve  the  multiple-use  objectives  for  an  allotment,  use  red 
LI  not  be  necessary;  however,  In  some  areas  reductions  will 
pessary  to  achieve  the  objectives. 
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Bureau  of  Land  Management 
HO  74-12533  Hwy  20  West 
Hines,  Or.   97738 
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. 1   and   the  Preferred 


Area 


statement 
jus 


lpanan  area 
tained  or  no 
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15-2, 
15-3  I 


to  the  handicapped, 
acquired 


Page  19,  #11.   No  land  should  ' 
;hange  process,  except  for  public  access. 

page  21,  #16.   What  system  will  be  used  to  assure  that 
/estock  utilization  on  woddy  riparian  shrubs  occurs? 

Page  25,  Aquatic  Habitat,  #1.   Same  comment  as  for  pag 
ter  quality,  #1. 

Page  29  &  33,  #3.   Very  pleased  to  see  planned  improve 


lderly, 
ugh  the 


Page  31,  Cu 

Itural  Re 

sources,  t 

1 .   What  are  t 

le  proposed  max- 

3'  for  ob 

ill  there  be  a 

seperate  limit  for 

each  individual 

site?  If 

not?   Will  the 

3e  'take  limits' 
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th  rules. 
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ns  and  policy 

m  other  public 

I  strongly 

e  establishment  of  'take 

zones'.   What 

rationale  would 

je  used  t 

o  establish  which  area  would  be  open  or 

closed?  Would  c 

Losed  are 

as  or  open 

3e  adequately  marked 

and  posted?  Wha 

e  the  pres 

cribed  penalti 

than  the  maximum 

r  from  a  c 

Page  39,  Pr 

nvide  for 

Private  inholdings 

should  only  be  acquired  through  land  exchange.   The  tax  base  must 

not  be  reduced. 

Page  43,  El 

d  Use  etc.,  #3 

a.&b.,  The  option 

must  remain  open 

for  qual 

lfied  enti 

ties  to  have  a 

:cess  to  certain 

public  lands  for 

waste  di 

sposal  sit 

es.   Needs  for 

waste  disposal 

r  society 

and  it  behoves 

the  public  domain 

to  help  meet  tho 

se  needs. 

The  BLM  has 

grossly 

under  allc 

cated  AUMs  for 

big  game  use.  The 

(appendix  5,  Table  1), 


20  percent  check  of  the  allotments  in  Appendix  7,  Table  6, 
t  Appendix  5,  Table  1  showed  that  forage  had  been  allocated 
telope  in  Allotments  7010  and  7030  in  one  table  but  no  alloc 

for  forage  were  made  in  the  other  table. 
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ACECs 

HAM 

BUTTE  RNA 

What 
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10  information  given  to  support 
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no  managemen 
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for 
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Where  is 

this  area? 

Under  Location 

you 

T21S, 

paragraph  under 
;d:  "The  existing  RNA,  section  8..."     In  t 
;ated:  "The  proposed  addition,  section  20. 
il   size  of  the  RNA  with  an  ai 
lid  be  the  total  size  if  you 


recommendatic 
be  dropped  1 


9b 0  a 
you 


:cond  paragraph 
What  would  be 
or  1,600  acres? 


recommend  fencing  in  this  area,  say-so. 

I  request  that  this  area  be  dropped  from  consideration  as  an 
ACEC  and  that  it  be  retained  as  an  RNA. 

3JUAW  LAKE  RNA 

In  the  last  sentence  of  the  first  paragraph  it  is  stated:  "..the 
lake  remains  in  an  enclosed  basin  that  loses  water  only  through 
evaporation."   Is  it  possible  that  the  lake  also  loses  water  through 
saturation,  percolation  and/or  transpiration? 

•Why  do  BLM  employees  mix  metric  measurements  into  the  draft 
and  plan  documents  when  the  metric  system  is  not  the  American  stand- 
ard of  measurement?   I  request  that  use  of  the  metric  system  be 
discontinued  until  it  becomes  the  American  standard,  designated  by 
the  United  States  Congress. 

Again  under  Management  Recommendations,  conditions  are 
but  no  recommendations  are  made.   Needs  were  also  stated. 

T  rpnnprt  that  this  area  be  dropped  from  ACEC  consideration 


stated 


RNA 


It  is  stated  in  Volume  1,  Chapter  3,  page  26:  "An  estimated 
5,000  antelope,  14,000  deer  and  1,500  elk  winter  on  public  lands  in 
the  planning  unit  during  a  normal  year.   Approximately  4,300  antelope, 
13,000  deer  and  300  elk  summer  on  these  lands." 

Using  the  following  equivalent  ratios:  antelope  =  7  head/AUM; 
deer  =  5.6  head/AUM;  and  elk  =  3  head/AUM;  season  of  use  would  be 

5  months.   Competitive  forage  ratio: 


antelope  =  10.1%;  deer  = 
WINTER 
ANTELOPE 
5,000  *  7  X  5  X  .101  = 


3.4%  and  elk  100%. 


HiH 


.184  ■=  2300 


SUMMER 

Antelope 

,300  *    7  X  7  X  .101  =   434  AU 

S.000  *  5.6  X  7  X  .184=  2990 

ELK 
300  X  7  = 2100  A 


The  informa 


total 5,524  AUM 

15,685  AUM 


;»:;;;. 


concerning  estimated  capacity  and  carrying 
it  relates  to  forage  production  is  misleading  and  confusing, 
munication,  dated  November  24,  1989,  the  BLM  states: 
ction  estimates  are  computed  through  rangeland  monitoring 
n  process.  Appendix  3,  Table  6,  displays  these  estimates 
imated  Capacity  (where  additional  years  of  data  are  re- 
plete the  computation  process)  or  as  a  Carrying  Capacity 
ient  data  are  currently  available).   BLM  has  not  made  a 


thi 


ired 


iter 

mg  abd  evaluatio 

procedures."  If 

total  forage  produ 

:tion' 

ivailable  or  knowr 

to  the  BLM  then  all  capacities  are  e 

and 

the  carrying  capacities  are  unknown 

n  all  allotments. 

When 

does  the  BLM  ascertain  total  forage 

acre  per  year  of  forage 

for  the  range  to 

be  classified  as  suited  for  grazing. 

Total 

prod 

iction  must  be  kn 

wn  to  know  the  true  carrying  capacity 

Whi 

the 

liable,  capacities 

estimates.  Carrying  capacity  is  also  ba 

ed  on  the  percentage  of 

total  production  alio 

ated  to  forage  use 

It  is  imperative 

that  the  BLM  ascertain  the  actual  forage  pr 

duct 

erage,  of  20allotm 

nts  a  year  for  the 

years.   Then  and  only 
prudent  plan. 

then  can  the  range 

be  managed  under  a 

truly 

DRI  MOUNTAIN  RNA  Additi 


This  area 

is  only  a  proposal  to  a  proposal, 

omething  t 

at  does  not  exist.  Map  AC3C-1  do 

d  forest  s 

rvice  RNA  in  a  cross  hatched  patt 

em.  Also 

the  size,  in  acres,  of  the  forest 

15-26 
15-27 


and  duplication  of  the  Natural  area  cells  contained  in  the  fores 
vice  proposal. 

The  narrative  mentions  heavy  impacts  by  grazing  outside  of  the 
a,  to  the  north  and  west  but  did  not  show  any  impact  within  the 

The  Management  Recommendations  section  did  not  contain  any  rec- 
id  that  it  continue  to  be  managed  under  the  multiple 


irrent  management  practices  are  adequqte  for  thi 
not  include  either  ACEC  or  RNA  recommendations.  No 
Ltical  concern  given,  nor  are  recommendations  made, 
lat  this  area  continue  to  be  managed  under  the  curre 


plan. 

KIG-AR  MUSTANG  ACEC 


■prin.-ri 

the  ' 


3rd 


idence  that  the  progeny  of  the  original  Spani 
i  Riddle  Mountain  herds  are  that  much  differ 
western  states.  There  is  no  evidence  that  t 
exist  equqlly  as  well  in  Stinkingwater,  Warm 
HMAs.   If  kept  confined  inbreeding  will  deci 


itrary  to  your  claim,  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management 
Act  (FLPMA)  of  1976,  does  not  "clearly  indicates  the  need  to  emphasi 
the  management  of  the  Kiger  and  Riddle  Mountain  HMAs  for  these  desc- 
endants of  the  Spanish  mustang."  No  site  specific  areas  are  mention 
in  either  7LPMA,  the  Act  of  December  15,  1971  (85  Stat.  649,  651)  or 
the  Act  of  September  8,  1959  (73  Stat.  470) .  The  BLM  is  required  to 
manage  the  wild  horse  herds,  but  not  in  any  specific  area. 

No  specifics  of  environmental  concern  were  identified  in  the 
text  for  thisVSr'  were  any  Management  Recommendations  made. 

I  request  that  this  area  be  dropped  from  further  ACEC  consider- 
ation and  that  continue  to  be  managed  as  an  HMA. 


Appendix  II-44 


[SCUITROOT   C ULTIMA. 

It   is  quite  clear  that   t 
nportant   to    the   various    Indi 


gra 


si  pit 


■t  IV 


root  crop  production  areas  are 
id/or  other  user  groups, 
the  8,480=actes  are  impacted  by 


15-32 

15-33 


t  Cultural  ACEC  lies  in  T.21  &  22S, 
Mineral  Materials  Sites  listed  in  A 
in  these  townships  and  ranges.   Wh 


the  Summary  in  Vol 

Do  the  Indian 
that  could  not  be 

The  proposed 
R33i  &  34E,  yet  no 
endix  9,  Table  2  a 

deve: 

:n Ileal  environmental  concerns  have  not  been  identified  nor 
have  any  Management  Recommendations  been  made. 

I  request  that  this  area  be  dropped  from  further  ACEC  consider- 
ation, and  that  it  continue  to  be  managed  under  the  multiple  use 
concept. 

OBSIDIAN  CULTURAL  ACEC 

The  BLM  Shows  a  conflicting  number  of  acres  for  this  proposal. 
Appendix  7,  Table  2  shows  13,900  acres  while  Alternative  B  in  the 
Summary  shows  16,900  acres. 

Under  description  of  resources  and  value,  it  is  stated:  "Obsidian 
flows  are  not  common  in  the  western  United  States."   A  Field  Guide 
to  Rocks  and  Minerals,  by  Dr.  Frederick  H.  Pough,  states:  "Obsidian 
is  locally  abundant  in  the  western  United  States,  but  does  not  occur 

in  the  east. The  western  United  States  volcanic  belt  with  its 

obsidian  formations  extends  down  into  Mexico  (p.14&15)." 

Id 


These  areas  have  had 

to  much  use  and  dist 

jrbance,  in  recent 

times,  to  be  of  any  archelogical  significance. 

These  areas  shou] 

be  protected  from  commerc 

ial  exploitation. 

No  critical  environmental  concerns  were  identified  nor  were 

any  Management  Recommenda 

I  request  that  this 

area  be  dropped  from 

all  consideration  i 

In  Appendix  9,  Table 

2,  Mineral  Materials 

Sites,  many  of  the 

legal  descriptions  are  in 

correct  and  confusing 

.   For  instance  in 

Site  itl,    Laton  Point  is  1 

isted  in  T.23S,  R33B. 

,  sec. 2,  E.Snl.ii.SW 

ontains  400  acres.   The  E  is  set  off  frc 

the  Srf  by  a  comma  and  the 

ity.   The  Srf  is  the 

southwest  i  of  sec.  2,  co 

ntaining  160  acres; 

The  HI  is  set  off  fr 

.  The  SW  SE  SE  is 

southwest  j  of  the  southe 

ast  i  of  the  southeas 

t  j  of  sec.  2  and 

contains  10  acres;  and  SW 

N*l  SE  also  contains 

10  acres  for  a  tota 

the  other  220  acres 

come  from? 

Site  #19,  Fort  Curry 

is  listed  in  T.22S., 

R.26E.,  sec. 5, 

UJ3  US  N.v.  This  subdivisi 

on  would  only  contain 

10  acres,  not  40 

acres  as  listed. 

The  subdivision  loca 

tion  fo  all  sites  in 

this  table  needs 

Bureau  of  Land  Mana 
HO  74-12533  Hwy  20 
Hines,  Or.   97738 


Draft,  Three 


February  1,  1990 


era,  Resource  Management  Plan. 


i  ,  10, 


lated  Janurary  31 
I  found  that  I  made  a  gro 
elk;  which  changes  the  an 
id  for  elk  should  have  bee 
)t  7,500  AUM  as  shown.  Th 
JM  not  2,100  AUM  as  shown. 


Reviewing  my  response 
of  page  1  and  top  of  page 
calculating  alloted  AUMs  f 
for  big  game.  The  winter  i 
1,500  *  3  X  5  -  2,500  AUM, 
would  be  300  *  3  X  7  =  700 
annual  need  for  big  game  would  be  9,285  AUM 
stated.  Please  make  pen  and  ink  corrections. 

Also  I  do  recall  seeing  any  AUM  allocations  for  wild  horses 
and  burros,  in  the  draft  RMP.   If  they  were  not  included  please 


The  total 
15,685  as 


cg^' 


Frank  Vaughn 
OPLAJ-Southeast 
936  N  7th 
Lakeview,  Or.  97630 


In  numerous  places  in  Volume  I  of  the  Draft  RMP  a  plus  (+) 
sign  is  included  where  it  is  either  superflous  or  inapproprate, 
some  are  listed  below  by  chapter  and  page:  1-3,  Lake  ( 91 , 505+acres ) ; 
3-2,  less  than  10+  inches;  3-12,  in  195+  allotments;  3-16,  there 
are  8,973+  AUMs  —  (1981-1987)  is  149,307+  AUMs;  3-21,  juniper 
(13+percent);   3-35,  (see  Map+R-1);  3-44,  Table+3;   4-6,  0  to  5.15+ 
miles;   4-8,  April  and  July+31:   rfhat  are  the  significance  of  all 
these  +  marks? 

Thanks  for  the  opportunity  to  participate  in  the  Three  Rivers 


Frank  Vaughn 
OPLAC-Southeast 
23fce«iZ5?  Or.   97630 


15-1 
15-2 
15-3 
L5-« 


Refer  to  response  2-81. 
Refer  to  response  4-14. 
Refer  to  response  3-13. 
A  management  plan  will 


'eloped  to  address  the  multiple-use 
?veral  Important  obsidian  source/quarry  areas, 
asideration  for  public  uses  like  rockhoundlng  and 
=lflc  "take  limits"  on  obsidian  will  be  proposed 
ilea  or  regulations  In  effect  to  consistently  gov 
able  quantity  limits  for  personal 
lready  in  effect  for  petrified  wood. 


Commercial  collecting  is  regulated  und 
an  appropriate  permit  be  issued  prior 
issued  to  ensure  adequate  measures  are 
environment,  minimize  damage  to  public 
obtain  fair  market  value  for  the  mater 


er  43  CFR  3600  requiring 
to  such  taking.  A  permit 
taken  to  protect  the 
health  and  safety,  and  t 
ials  removed. 


The  concept  of  a  "take  zone"  was  considered  as  a  means  t 
those  portions  of  obsidian  source/quarry  areas  that  exhi 
significant  prehistoric  archaeological  resources  and/or 
surface  disturbance.  Accessible  areas  with  existing  surf 
disturbance  are  preferable  for  encouraging  public  uses, 
zones."  Such  areas  with  previous  disturbance  are  preferr 
rockhoundlng  and  f lintknapping  uses,  in  order  to  minimiz 

creation  of  artificial  "Indian"  sites  by  flintknappers. 


Public  uses 


on-site  signing  program.   Less 

where   significant  cultu 

emphasized    in   informational  material 


e  similar  , 
tabllshed  i 
tilized  ari 


be  encouraged   by  a 

and  specific   locati 

»nt  will  not   be 

Lte  signing. 


Any  penalty 
Taking  mater 


riani 


xceeding  allowable    quantities   would  depend   upon  the 
Ivity   (e.g.,   commercial  or  personal  collecting), 
rom  a  closed  area  would  depend  upon  the  methods  of 
mechanical  or  manual)  and  access    (e.g.,   motorized 
n  a  case-by-case  basis,    in  accord  with  Bureau 


15-6 
15-7 


Refer  to  response  15-4 
Refer  to  responses  4-1 
Harney  County  operates 


6-10. 


waste  disposal  sites  on  public  lands,  In 
on  private  land  throughout  the  county. 
Counting  the  private  landfill  which  services  the  Burns-Hines  area, 
the  residents  of  Harney  County  have  adequate  waste  disposal 
facilities  to  meet  their  current  needs.  Those  disposal  sites 
currently  leased  to  Harney  County  on  public  land  have  adequate 
capacity  to  last  well  into  the  foreseeable  future.  Sale  or  exchange 
of  public  lands  for  waste  disposal  sites  to  qualified  entitles  would 
be  considered  if  a  bonafide  public  need  is  exhibited. 
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15-10 
15-11 


Total  forage  production  is  the  sum  o 
forage.  BLM  allocates  forage  only  on 
therefore,  total  forage  production  1 
allotment   carrying  capacity.    To  dete 


there  is  an  Ecological  Site  Invent 
should  be  completed  in  1994.  We  do 
Carrying  capacity  is  not  based  on 
production. 

While  actual   forage  production  rat< 
funding  and    staffing   levels 
monitoring   and    evaluations 
Appendix   1,   Table   11,    for  a 
methods. 


basis  o 

f  competitive   forage; 

ary   to  calculate 

total 

forage   production 

terainlng  carrying 

progres 

s    In  the  RA  which 

ntage  o 

f   total   forage 

te  would  be  valuable  Information 
t  allow  gathering  such  data.  The 
ongoing  process.  See  PRMP/FEIS, 
lption  of  monitoring  and  evaluat 


Kel 


er  to  response  15-9. 
and  Appendix 


reader  Is  referring  to  DRMP/DEIS,  Appendix  3,  Table 
,  Table  1.  The  comment  is  correct  for  allotment  7010 
and  Incorrect  for  7030.  The  tables  have  been  examined  and  corrected. 
See  Appendix  1,  Table  9  and  WL  Table  1  of  the  Proposed  Plan. 


-12 

Refer   to   response   1-26. 

-13 

Hatt  Butte  is  not  recommended  as  an  RNA/AC 
Alternative.   Neither   Is   It   recommended   by 
as  an  RNA/ACEC   (see  Table   3.16  of  Volume   I 

The  existing  RNA/ACEC   Is   In  Section  8    (640 
Silver  Creek  RNA/ACEC   addition  includes  64C 
currently  under   BLM  ownership  and  640  acre* 
currently  privately  owned,    but   that   the   BU 
land  exchange.   This   results   In  a   total  of 
addition  and   results   In  a  total  RNA/ACEC   s 

I,  DRMP/DEIS). 


ection  20, 
17  which  is 


3-^. 


Silver  Creek.  RNA/ACEC  fills  the  Oregon  Natural  Heritage  Plan  (ONHP) 
(1988)  cell  for  a  first  to  third  order  stream.  The  proposed  addition 
to  the  existing  RNA/ACEC  will  provide  a  more  complete  representation 
of  this  cell.  As  an  RNA/ACEC,  this  area  will  receive  special 
management  attention  to  maintain  these  Important  natural  resources. 
Additional  management  uses/constraints  can  be  found  in  Appendix  1, 
Table  16  of  the  Proposed  Plan. 

Register  as  an  RNA/ACEC  on 
principal  BLM  designation 
Is  required  to  protect 
sources  and  to  identify 


15-30 
15-31 


the  Basin  and  Range  Province.  The  combined  areas  would  provide  a 
continuous  representation  of  low  to  high  elevation  plant  communitie 
in  one  area  and  contain  five  ONHP  cells.  Therefore,  this  area  (Dry 
Mountain  RNA/ACEC  addition)  will  not  be  dropped  from  RNA/ACEC 
consideration  until  the  proposal  receives  further  study  by  both 
agencies,  other  people  and  organizations. 


Refer  to  response  1-12 
Saddle  Butte  will  not 
status.  It  will 


t  be  proposed  for  RNA/ACEC  designation  as  there 
that  do  not  make  it  a  good  candidate  for  such 
lnue  to  be  managed  without  designation,  but  used 
as  an  area  for  research  by  the  Malheur  Field  Station  and  other 

Phenotypically  the  wild  horses  in  Kiger  and  Riddle  herds  are  much 
different  from  animals  in  other  herds.  Also,  no  other  herds  on  publi 
lands  possess  the  primitive  dun  factor  coloration  in  total  as  do  the 
Kiger  Mustangs. 

There  Is  no  doubt  that  the  wild  horses  presently  on  Riddle  Mountain 
and  Kiger  HMAs  could  physically  survive  on  Stinkingwater ,  Warm 
Springs  or  Palomino  Buttes  HMAs;  however,  it  is  not  the  objective  of 
the  Herd  Management  Area  Plans  for  those  HMAs  to  be  managed  for 
Spanish  Mustang  type  horses. 

Bums  District  does  not  intend  to  allow  close  inbreeding  of  any  of 
its  wild  horse  herds  which  would  cause  physical  defects  that  would 
jeopardize  the  animals  in  those  herds.  While  the  BLM  is  not  dealing 


acceptable  management  practice  w 
animals  being  obtained  In  this  m 
ilong  quite  well  without  man's  i 
?ven  in  somewhat  closed  systems. 


some  of  their  most  superior 
;r.  Other  wild  animals  seem  t 
rventlon  in  the  mating  proces 


FLPMA  does 


The  BLM  is  required 
they  were  found  at  t 
Free-Roaming  Horse   a 


Refer  to   response   2-68 
The   Biscuitroot  Cultur. 


the   need   for  special  management  of   wild 
n   in  DRMP/DEIS  Appendix  7,   Table  2,   page 


in   Section   1   of 


Cultural  ACEC  is  proposed  for  the  designation  of 
crepancies  of  acreages  as  depicted  In  the  Draft  RMP 
ted  to  this  figure. 


natural  hazards."  The  relationship  between  ACECs  and  the  wide  ra 
of  other  public  land  designations  Is  such  that  a  potential  ACEC 
be  contained  within  or  overlap  another  designation  provided  that 
ACEC  designation  is  necessary  to  protect  the  resource  or  value, 
is  the  case  with  Silver  Creek  RNA/ACEC. 


11  be  managed  primarily  t 
ysteto  in  a  state  which  is 
ng  on  this  plant  communit 

sponses  3-1,  15-16. 

the  Foster  Plat  RNA/ACEC 


lintaln 


recommended 


15-16.   The 


conditions   apply    for 


tatement   reflects 


internal 
probably   through 


However,    the 


ric    syste 


a    standard   within  the    scientific    community; 
is   noted  and    the  measurements  cited  have   been 
(English)    standard    units. 


The    interdisciplinary    team  assessed    the    relative    values    represented 
In  the   Squaw  Lake  Proposed  RNA/ACEC  and  determined  that   It  did   not 
sufficiently  meet   the   importance  and   relevance  criteria.   The   ID  team 
recommended,    and  management    concurred    that    the  area    not    be   carried 
forward   for  further  consideration.   Also,    it  should   be  noted   that  RNA 
is    not   an   independent  designation.    RNAs   and   Outstanding  Natural   Areas 
(ONAs)   are   categories  within  the   larger  designation  of  ACECe. 
Therefore,  an  area  cannot   be  dropped  as  an  ACEC,    but   retained  as  an 


15-23  Map  ACEC-1   has   been  changed    in   the   PRMP/FEIS    to  show  the   USDA-FS': 

proposed   Dry  Mountain  RNA.    The   USDA-FS    proposed   Dry  Mountain  RNA 
37  acres.  Also,   see  Map  AC EC -4 ,   PRMP/FEIS. 


The    proposed    Dry  Mountain  RNA/ACEC   add  I 
of    the   cells  contained 
elevational  change   betw 
together  provide  a  more 


-FS  proposed  RNA.    Due 


The 


rill 


through  ACECs/purpose- 

multiple- 

on  the  Ochoco 

Alternative  of 

addition  which 


complete  representation  of  these  cells. 

ectlng  and  managing  special  uses  and  resour 
elated  designations  Is  an  integral  part  of 
.  Dry  Mountain  RNA  Is  currently  a  proposed 
Forest  and  Is  included  in  the  Preferred 
rest  Plan.  The  Dry  Mountain  RNA/ACEC 


15-37 
15-38 


ty  rights  will  be  reinforced  b 
uitroot  Cultural  ACEC  area.  Ac 
s  for  hunting,  gathering  and  f 
the  Confederated  Tribes  of  th 
es  of  the  Umatilla  Indian  Rese 
ACEC  was  utilized  by  these  and  oth 
(Couture,   1978;   Couture,   Housley, 

The  proposed  Biscuitroot  Cultural 
and  T.  22  S.,  R.  33  and  34  E.  The 
Pine  Creek  Material  Site  which  is 
E.  as  incorrectly  shown  in  the  Dra 
in  a  main  root  camp  and  has  affect 


ACEC  deslgnatlo 


in  T.    21    S. 


The   Biscuit 


ACEC   aci 
which   I: 


Cal: 


other  we 

Refer   to 

The  obse 
descript 
corrected   tabl 


sponse  6-13. 


34  E., 
in  R.    35 


the  Paiute  Indians,  and  will 
ACEC.  In  accord  with  the  BL 
esignation,  to  the  extent  th 
e  ACEC  management   objectives 


•itent 


s.  The  narrative  description  is  intended  to  contr 
s  which  have  some  surface  available  obsidian  with 
them  Harney  County  for  which  obsidian  occurrence 
Ic.    Here    it    is   not    only    "locally   i 

a  high  quality   visually  variable  mi 

ources  are   relatively  common,   as  compared   to  the  western 
"locally  abundant"   obsidian  is   not  typically  so  variable 

nd    texture  and   of   such  quality.   Certainly  Oregon,   Nevada 

rnla  do  have  numerous  obsidian  occurrences,   while   in  most 

era  states  obsidian  is  not  so  prevalent. 


sponse  15-35. 
s    in  DRMP/DEIS, 


ike  is  correct.  Acreages  and  legal 
Appendix  9,  Table  2,  were  in  error 
i  the  PRMP/FEIS  as  Table  2.25. 


rhrs 


.  It  ■  ■  s 


original 
rintlng.  Most  of  the 

keyboard  special  ch 
correctly.  More  stringent  editing 
that  such  problems  do  not  occur  ag 


raft  fro 


sing  document  over  to  a  typeset 
e  marks  (i.e.  "+")  were  what  ar 
racters  and  did  not  convert 
f  the  Final  will  attempt  to  ens 


Pim 
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Dear  Mr.  Warcurto 


r.agement  Plan.  Our  statewide  group  of  85: 
predates  the  opportunity  'o   provide  input  t 


SENSITIVE  PLANT  3:'ir:ES 


ACEC  held  popu: 


Attempts  have  seen  maae 
nc;  rr.er. :  .onea  in  your  p; 
ir.c  oeser ves  specif. c  it 
ef  the  ACEC  s  included. 


16-1     Stephanomerla  malheurensls  (Malheur  wlrelettuce)  has  not  gone  extinct 
In  the  wild.  No  Malheur  wlrelettuce  plants  were  observed  In  the  wild 
In  1985  or  1986;  however,  one  plant  survived  to  maturity  In  1987, 
seven  survived  to  maturity  In  1988  and  11  In  1989.  BLM  and  USFWS  are 
currently  cooperating  In  an  ongoing  recovery  operation  for  this 
plant.  Including  an  Intensive  study  of  the  effects  of  biological  and 
cllmatologlcal  Interactions  with  wlrelettuce  on  Its  survival.  These 
cooperative  study  efforts  have  been  formalized  In  a  Conservation 
Agreement  between  BLM  and  USFWS.  Overall  conservation  actions  and  the 
management  of  the  160-acrc  South  Narrows  ACEC,  which  contains  all  of 
the  designated  Critical  Habitat  for  Malheur  wlrelettuce,  are 
conducted  under  the  Draft  Recovery  Plan.  As  such,  present  management 
practices  being  undertaken  through  the  Recovery  Plan  are  being 
carried  forward  as  valid  existing  management.  The  Draft  Recovery  Plan 

District  Office. 


See  the  Proposed  Plan  for 

species,  Including  plant  species.  These  actio: 
Inventory,  monitoring  and  the  establishment  o 
objectives  within  the  allotment  monitoring  am 
where  appropriate.  These  activities  will  cons 
of  the  special  status  plant  program  In  the  RA 


for  special  status 
ns  will  Include 
f  species  specific 
d  evaluation  proces 


RANGE  CONDITION 


w:::  -JPSES 


ft  a!:  lands  in  excellent  condition. 

his.  Spec:5'  protection  should  ce 
iflan  areas.  We  do  not  support  the  suost ;  tut  ion  of 
ntings  for  the  native  range  spec.es. 


and  ue    strongly 


support  their  el i 
We  would  support 


se  resscurces  most  import 


Stuart  G  Garrett  ME 
Pres.  NPSO 

1501  HE  MeC;ca!  Center  Dr 
3end,  CR  ">""0: 
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Stanley  0.  Shepardson 
21635  Los  Serranos 
Bend,  Oregon  97701 
January  25,  1990 


17-1     Refei 
17-2     Refer 


esponse  1-11. 

esponses  2-36  and  12-7. 


aqu 


must  be  the  long  term  goal  in  the  management  of  our  public 
lands.  Fencing  off  riparian  areas,  decreasing  or  dispersing 
cattle  and  in  drought  years  removing  livestock  from  public 
lands  should  be  implemented.  Many  natural  areas  in  your 
district  exist  which  could  provide  future  generations  a  wid 
variety  of  natural  vegetation  and  wildlife  that  will  be  mor 
valuable  to  a  crowded  world  than  the  few  cattle  these  arid 

I  which  only  exists  through  heavy  federal  subsidy.  If  the  BLN 
cannot  resist  establishing  such  seedings,  at  least  scatter 
them  into  smaller  plots  interrupted  with  natural  vegetation 
and  honestly  report  the  full  expense  of  such  programs  and 

"2  |  grazing  allotments. 
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18-1 

Refer   to  response   1-13 

18-2 

Refer   to  response  2-44 

18-3 

Refer  to  response  12-1 

18-4 

Refer   to   response  1-11 

18-5 

Refer   to   response   3-6. 
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District  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
HC-  7412533  Hwy  20  West 
Hmes,  OR  97738 

January  22,  1990 

In  response  to  your  Draft  EIS,  I  find  Alternative  C  to  be  totally 
inappropriate    I  would  like  to  see  you  adopt  Alternative  A  with  some 
modifications  that  would  allow  for  the  restoration  and  maintenance  of 
rangeland  in  excellent  natural  condition   Cattle  grazing  should  be  reduced 
or  eliminated  where  appropriate 


20-2 

20-3 
20-4 


Co  response  12-1. 
esponse  2-78. 
to  responses  2-6,  2-10  and  2-11. 


20-1' 
20-3 


Riparian  and  aquatic  habitat  as  well  as  water  quality  should  be  inproved 
and  maintained  in  excellent  condition    I  would  like  to  see  Wild  and  Scenic 
River  designation  for  the  South  Fork  and  Middle  Fork  Malheur  Rivers,  all  of 
Bluebucket  Creek,  and  all  of  the  SiUies  River 


sponses   12-1  and  12-7. 


20-4  |   The  remaining  old-growth  forests  should  be  identified  and  protected. 

20-5  I  The  "raft  ^  needs  t0  address  big  horn  sheep  habitat  protection,  with 

"  forage  allocations  going  to  bighorns  in  their  home  range    In  general, 

20-6  I  wildllfe  winter  range  forage  allocations  should  be  given  priority  over 

•  livestock  allocations.  The  seeding  proposals  for  crested  wheatgrass 

20-7  |  should  be  eliminated 

20-8  I    To  9lve  an  accurate  picture,  all  costs  of  new  road  construction  and  other 
I    rangeland  projects  (fences,  pipeline,  troughs,  wells,  etc  )  need  to  be 
|    included  for  each  alternative    The  environmental  impacts  of  each  should 
also  be  listed 

This  is  beautiful  and  ecologically  important  land   we  need  it  in  excellent 
condition   Please  use  Alternative  A  with  the  above  modifications 


\_Ji^u:  ^UA^<aJ 


Irene  Bachhuber 
10561  SE  IdlemanRd 
Portland,  OR  97266 
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District  Manager 
Bureau   of    Land   Management 
HC-7412533    Highway    20    West 
Hines,    OR     97738 


sponse  2-44. 
sponse  12-1. 
sponses    12-1 


half 

of  the  Burns  District.   As  a  frequent  visitor  to  eastern 

Oregon,  I  am  very  unhappy  with  your  choice  of  Alternative  C  for 

this 

area.   Please  reconsider  and  choose  Alternative  A. 

The  following  points  are  very  important: 

21-1 

■ 

- 

An  alternative  to  restore  and  maintain  rangeland  should  be 

1 

eliminated  in  some  badly  damaged  areas. 

21-2 

1 

" 

improved  and  maintained  in  excellent  condition. 

21-3 

I 

Ancient  forests  must  be  identified  and  protected. 

■ 

All  costs  of  construction  of  new  roads  and  other  rangeland 

21-4 

projects  should  be  included  under  the  various  alternatives 
along  with  their  environmental  impacts. 

21-':, 

■ 

Please  eliminate  crested  wheatgrass  seeding  proposals. 

21-6 

1 

Bighorn  sheep  habitat  protection  and  impacts  should  be 

addressed  in  the  plan. 

21-7 

1 

South  Fork  and  Middle  Fork' Malheur  Rivers  (except  for  the 
reach  through  the  Drewsey  area) ,  all  of  Bluebucket  Creek 
and  all  of  the  Silvies  River. 

1 

Wildlife  winter  range  forage  allocations  should  be  given 

21-8 

priority  over  livestock  allocations. 

Thank 

you  for  considering  my  opinion.   I  care  very  deeply  for  the 

welfa 

re  of  Eastern  Oregon. 

sponse   3-6. 

sponses  2-6,   2-10  and  2-11. 
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response  13-11. 
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duKzau  of,  land  Management 
HCS   74    12533  Hwy  20 
Hint*,   OR  9773* 


ptopo4ed  Tdiee  JUve.16  Re40uice  Management  plan. 
A*  a  lonq  time.  Hainny  County  tancnet,  now  ieXi.it 
I  *fu.«fe  thii  piopostd  plan  would  he  a.  cU&attzi  I 
the.  lancnti*  involved  and  a  leal  doumtt  ion.  the. 
county, 

Sinctfitly, 


This 
ing   pr 


rable  to  Alternative 
DEIS    rather    than    lik 

he  land.  I  hope  th 
changed       Alternative 


EaXheJ.  CaXXeA&on 
SR?  136&S  Hwy  20 
Ru*n4,   OR  97720 


construction  of  fencing  and 
you  for  the  opportunity  to  c 
rs  Resource  Management  Plan. 


Portland,  OR   97229 


24 


real  disappointment.  I 
tour  through  parts  of  the 
fragile  and  erodable  soi 
in  poor  condition.  Where 
truly  protect  and  r 
inadequately  addresses   t 


the   management  of  BLM 

ooking  at  some  of  the  most 
en  in  Oregon,  and  most  of  them 
DEIS   alternative   that  would 


range   need  to   bring 
Llding   of   fences   an 


lands 


ile   they   recover,   however    the   preferred 


alternative  that   uses  some  of  the 
aggressive  program  of  reducing   gr 

24_!  I       I  am   very  concerned  that 

I  of  the  heap  rating  in   the   pr i 
24-2  I  There  a-e   many- imp° 


CHARLOTTE   C.    CORKRA 
Street      Portland,    Oregon     97229     (503)613-13 


rton.  District  Manager 
BLM  Burns  District  Office 
HC  74-12533  Highway  20  West 
Hines,  Oregon    97738 


nuary  23,  1990 


objectl 

ves  WL   1,   2  and  3  In  the 

24-3 

Refer  t 

o  response  2-10  and  2-11. 

24-4 

Refer  t 

o  responses  2-78  and  24-2 
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Van  G.  Decker 
P.  0.  Box  104? 
Burns,  Oregon  97720 


lson,  RMP/EIS  Team  Lee 


user  fees  of  any  significance  that  BLM 
large  percentage  of  the  RA. 


Id    have    dev 


RA    Diamond, 


The    proposed    30,000    a 


43,000,000 . 


plan.  Each  wild  horse 
Herd  Area.  This  Is  the 
the  Wild  and   Free-Roaming 


The  Klger  HMA  has  not    been  expande 
herd  has  a  designated   boundary  kno 

Horse  and  Burro  Act  was   passed.   Within  each  of   these  H 

there    is  a  Herd  Management  Area  In  which  the  wild  hora 

managed.   The  HMA  may   Include  all  of   the  original  Herd  Area  or  may   be 

only  a   portion  of   the  original  Herd  Area   In  which   It   Is  feasible   to 

manage   wild  horses.   Although  the  Diamond  Grade  fields  are   not  used   by 

wild  horses  every  year,    they   still   remain  part   of   the  Klger  HMA. 


:tlvely 


See  als 


sponse   8-9. 


The  area  mentioned  along  Yank  Creek  Is,   as  you  said,    privately  owned. 
The   BLM  was  given  control  of   this  area  for  grazing  purposes  only   by 
means  of  an  exchange  of  use  agreement.   Both  livestock  and  wild  horses 
have  used   this  area  at   various   times  during  the  past   20  years. 

The  conditions  along  Yank  Creek  do  indicate  a  stream  in  less  than 
good  condition.  It  is  recognized  that  wild  horses  have  caused  some  of 
this  condition  by  their  yearlong  use  of  the  area.  However,  since  this 
area  is  privately-owned,  the  BLM  is  not  in  a  position  to  prevent  wild 
horses  or  livestock  from  using  the  stream  area.  The  private  landowner 
Is  in  a  position  to  fence  off  this  area  If  he  so  desires.  This  may  be 
one  way  of  correcting  the  streambank  conditions  along  Yank  Creek. 
Also,    refer   to   response  25-2. 


I  "Jan    G.    Decker       Page    2 

This    Kiger    herd    of    horses    are    not    native     to    this    area. 


in  this 

area  for  over  30  years 

and 

the  cat 

le  for  feed  and  shelter 

RIPARIAN  AREA  USE  BY  HORSES 

I 

ecently  made  an  inspect 

ion 

)ed  in  the  Kiger  HMA.   This 

e  BLM  has  had  complete 

♦or  the 

horse  and  range  management 

The  Yank  creek  stream  bed 

,„„ 

.mall  stringer  meadows  a 

when  wet  and  pawing  and 

As  I  1  ay  down  beside 

the 

noticed  the  bottom  of 

jrmal  in  this  type  of  cr 

the  creek.   The  horses,  by  thei 

WILD   AND    SCENIC    RIVERS: 

sgment    A    and    seamen 


Id   t.    Scenic    Ri 


The    BLM    should    actively 


Thank    you  ,  jy 
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26, 


District  Manager 
BLM  Burns  District  Offi 
HC  74-12533  Hwy  20  West 
Hines.  Or.   97738 


26-1 

Refer 

to  response  1-13 

26-2 

Refer 

to  response  2-44 

26-3 

Refer 

Co  response  12-1 

26-4 

Refer 

to   response  1-11 

26-5 

Refer 

Co  response  2-78 

26-6 

Refer 

to  response  2-6. 

cheap  range  for 
geland  projects 


t  of  construction  of 
not  included  for  thi 
environmental  impact 
.t/benefit  pic 


26-2  | 
26-3  ■ 


The  3LM  must  develop  a  ne 

achieve  this  goal.   Water 
must  be  improved  and  then 


26-5  | 
26-6  I 


protected  and  forage  allocations  go 
home  range.   In  general  wildlife 


\>>a*y>  CdouUn^___ 
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Economic  impacts  were  analyzed  1 
68-70.  This  Impact  analysis  has 
Plan  (see  PRMP/FEIS,  Chapter  3). 


6.2  and  6.3  of  the  Proposed  Plan. 


Refer  to  DRMP/DEIS,  Chapter  5,  pp.  5-2  to  5-4,  Consultation  and 
Distribution,  where  it  is  noted  that  all  grazing  lessees  within  the 
planning  area  and  livestock  organizations  (such  as  Oregon  Cattlemen's 
Association,  Oregon  Farm  Bureau,  Oregon  Sheep  Growers,  etc.)  were 
provided  opportunities  to  participate  throughout  the  planning  process. 

Grazing  use  adjustments  would  be  implemented  through  monitoring  and 
evaluation  process  (see  PRMP/FEIS,  Appendix  1,  Table  1).  If  such  use 
adjustments  result  in  reduced  stocking  levels  and  no  off-site  forage 
is  available,  reductions  would  be  absorbed  by  grazing  operation. 
Also,  refer  to  response  2-49. 


27-8 

Refer 

to  response  2-6. 

27-9 

Refer 

to  response  2-52. 

27-10 

Refer 

to  response   2-11. 

r*<?-eo  s>2  4-cJl/  -  ^3^<_   A.&>-uj 


^~^)z*gzJi^y     TtAca^    / 


Appendix  11-55 


28 


that    I    have   on  hand. 


An  analysis  of  community  economic   Impacts  has  been  included   in  the 
PRMP/FEIS.    Impacts   to  cattle  and  calf   sales  and  personal   income  have 
been  estimated  for  each  alternative.    Standard   input-output 
multipliers   for  Harney  County  were  used   to  estimate   total  community 
impacts   to  personal   income  and  employment. 
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and   78-1   through  78-10. 


through  4-16,  30-1  through  30-4, 


January  29,  1990 


Jay  Carlson 

Burns  District  Office 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

HC  74  12533  Highway  20  West 

Hines,   OR  97738 


Dear  Mr    Carlson 

The  letters  from  the  Harney  County  CattleWomen,  Stockgrowers, 
Farm  Bureau,  Sheep  &  Woolgrowers  and  the  January  17,  1990 
Riddle  Ranch  and  Western  Range  Service  Comments  and  Response 
to  the  Draft  Three  Rivers  Resource  Management  Plan  and 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  are  consistent  with  our  views 


This  response  is  our  endorsement  of  such  letters  and  Riddle  Ranch 
document  Their  response  has  been  submitted  to  you-  We  do  not 
include  a  full  copy  of  the  tent  for  the  reason  that  it  would  be  an 
enact  duplication  of  the  Riddle  Ranch  document  and  organisations 


3J  Cattle  Co- 
Box  14 
Princeton,  Oregon  977721 


C^U~1 


0~* — to^A 
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.  2209  •  &Hcm,  OR  97308  2209  ■  (503)  5 


■•  voice  ol  orq<intsvrt  .-Kj"<  ultort 


Jay  Carlson  -  RMP/EIS 
Burns  District  Office 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
HC  74-12533  Highway  20  West 
Hines,  OR   97738 


30-1  Refe: 
30-2  Refe 
30-3     Then 


response  2-J. 
response  2-6  and  2-49. 


There  are  no  mechanisms  In  place  which  would  allow  the  Bureau  to 
compensate  permittees  for  loss  of  grazing  on  public  lands.  Refer 
response  2-63. 


-  1989  BLM  DRAFT  THREE  RIVERS  RMP/EIS 


Dear  Mr.  Carlson: 

The  Oregon  Farm  Bureau 
support  of  the  testimony 
Western  Range  Service  a; 


forementioned  comments,  we  agree  that  with 
upland  grazing  practices  are  having  no 
act  on  surface  water  quality.  The  proposal 
m  streams  will  disrupt  current  successful 
11  have  a  long-lasting  adverse  impact  on 


Water  quality  shou 
federal  action  under 
account  the  particui 


aveloped  by 
2an  Water  Act  and  should  take  into 
difficult  problems  caused  by  the 
ing  pollutants.  The  solution  to  these 


Over  grazing  am 
animals  should  be 
Domestic  livestock 


anaged  by  control  of 
grazing  permits  shoul 


l  M 


a  no  proposal  to  reduc 
ange  manager. 


Idlife  popul 

rongly  feel  there 
ill  EIS  on  the  ex 
ndependent  profe 


If  grazing  perm 

its  are  reduced  to  permittees,  the  permittee 

t  of  time  the  lands 

are  used  for  anothj 

2r  public  purpose  or  when  th 

to  no  mismanagement  by  the  permittee. 

We  feel  that  wi 

th  the  designation  of  the  e 

ntire  Kiger  Acti 

ve 

Horse  Management  Ar 

ea  as  an  area  of  critical  envi 

.ronmental  concer 

it  will  have  an  adv« 

»rse  affect  on  at  least  one  livestock  operatic 

The  takings  issue  should  be  addressed  under  the  ' 

'Taking  Implicati 

.zed  by  Executive  Order  12630.  Wild  Horses  a 

nd 

livestock  have  sue 

cessfully  run  together  in  1 

;he  past  and  as 

a 

result  of  the  recent  BLM  sale  of  Kiger  horses, 

.  it  would  tend 

to 

show  that  the  wil 

d  horses   in  that  manageme 

established  and  doi 

ng  fine. 

Given  the  forese 

eable  problems  associated  wi1 

:h  this  RMP/EIS, 

it 

on  that  a  stewardship  prograr 

n  and  a  cooperati 

management  program 

be  set  up  in  the  Three  River 

s  area. 
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Bureau  of  Land  Management 
HC-7412533  Hwy  20  West 
Hines,  Oregon    97738 


Management 
preferred  p 
of  the  Burn 
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ildlife  habita 
support  your 
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Ots^ 


^ 


The  Three  Rivers  DRMP/DEIS  does  not  propose 
grazing.  FLPMA  identifies  livestock  grazing 
public  lands.  There  are  no  proposals  to  inte 
holdings. 
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Jay  Carlson 
Burns  District  Office 
Buroau  of  Land  Management 
HC  7<*-12533  Highway  20  West. 
Hlnes.   Or.   97738 


Dear  Mr.    Orison, 


Alternatlres  A,  B.  and  C  will  result  In  a  substantial  loss  of  ou 
base  property  ralue.  The  proposed  BLM  actions  may  result  In  red- 
the  site  of  our  operation  so  that  It  is  no  longer  an  economical 
unit.  Therefore,  we  request  that  if  Alternatiies  A,  B  or  C  are  i 
sidered,  that  prior  to  issuiing  the  Final  Three  RlTers  Resource 
EnTironmental  Impact  Statement,  a  "Takings 
snt"  be  completed  as  authorised  by  BxecutiTe 


Secretar 


all  , 
of   Interior, 


Management  Plan  . 

Implication  Asse: 

Order    I2630(see  the  Norember  8',    198 

Secretaries   and   Bureau  Directors  fr 

Donald   P.   Hodell). 

The  letters  from  the  Harney  County  Cattlewomen,  Stockgrowers ,  Farm 
Bureavu  Sheep  and  Wool«ro»ers  and  the  January  17.  1990  Riddle  Ranch 
•""  Western  Range  Serrice  Comments  and  Response  to  the  Draft 

agement  Pland  and    EnTironmental   Impact 


orsemeat  of  such  lettei  s  and  Riddle  Ranch 
e  has  been  submitted    to  you .      We  doa'  not 
ext  only  for  the  reason  that  It  would  be  an 
Riddle  Ranch  document  and  oganitatlons  B&etters. 


''John  Stoddart 


Croi*  Camp  Ranch 
HC73-7H*  Buchanan  ! 
Burns,  Or.  97720 
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response  2-11. 


Bureau   OI     L*nc    mnajomBnt 
HC  7^12533     Hifhway  20  West 
Hlnes,    Or   97738 


Since 

we  purchased  t 

w  Crow 

Camp  Ranch  a 

ad'  hare 

the  Miller 

Canyon 

rights  we  haTe 

made  a 

effort 

to   improTe 

assuming   that  the  su 

spended 

use  will  be 

returned 

to  the  range  right. 

By  design  we  reduced 

number 

e  so  many  horses  1 

hat  all 

was  Increase 

the   forage  for   them 

Then  the  feorses 

ase.     We  reduced  the 

length  0 

ittle  were  on  t 

le  range   in  the  hope 

Jf  hari 

ng  a  lot  < 

f  old   feed 

Chat, 

ssful. 

We  feel  that 

,  with  a 

infall 

le  wildlife  i 

sing  the 

property,    there  is  a 

great 

eal  more  fo 

the  graz 

ng   right 

& 


IM^ 
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IN    REFERENCE  TO  PARAGRAPH    *    5. "COMMENTS  *    RESPONSE',    PREPARED  BY:    RIDDLE 
RANCH  *  WESTERN   RANGE  SERVICE,   WE  WOULD  ADD  THE  FOLLOWING  COMMENTS. 

ALLOTMENTS  551*   (BIRCH  CREEK)  *   551'   (OTIS  MOUNTAIN),    THERE  HAVE  BEEN 
CONCERNS  AND  COMPLAINTS  OVER   LACK   0"  ALLOCATIONS  FOR  BIG  GAME  FORAGE   IN 
T=>FSE   ALLOTMENTS.      THE  ^ACT  Is,   THAT  in  Game  HAVE  ""LY  rang=i   in  the=e 
|R-.AS  IN   R\c-:ir   "■.,(,      1  '  MAY   MIGRATE   TO  OTHER  R»«OSS  I      ■:•'■■  FUTUt-;.      il 
DOES  WOT  SEEM  REASONABLE  TO  ESTABLISH  PERHA'iEKT  FORAGE   ALLOCATION  ON 
THIS  RASIS. 


Forage  allocations  are  for   the  life  of   the  plan.   The  Drewsey  MP? 
allocated  forage   to  mule  deer  In  allotments  5516  and  5517.   Elk 
numbers  have   Increased   planning  area  wide  and  were  not  allocated  for 
In  the  Drewsey  MFP.   Also,    refer   to  response  2-10. 

Vegetation  conversion  Is  listed  as  a  constraint  In  the  Wheeler  Basin 
Information  in  the  DRMP/DEIS,  Appendix  3,  Table  6,  as  a  guideline  fo 
future  management  due   to  deer  winter  range. 


ALLOTMENT  55^  (WHEELER  BASIN),   THE  CONCE»N  THERE,    BEING  EXCESSIVE 
CONVERSION  OF  PLANT  SPECIES  IN  THE  ALLOTMENT  AND  DOES  NOT    ADDRESS  THE 
FACT   THAT   IT    IS  ONLY  GRA'ED   FOR   ON'-:   MONTH    IN    THE   SPRING.    THUS   GIVING    AMPLE 
TIME  FO-)   REOROVTH.      THERE  IS  NOT  A  PROBLEM  OF  WINTER  BROWSE  FOR  DEER,   OR 
ANY  REAL  DAMAGE  BEING  DONE  TO  PLANTS. 


^ 


Jay  Carleon 
Burns  District   Office 
Bureau   of  Land  Management 
HC  7*      12533  Highway  20   Went 
HI  nee,    OR   97733 
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comment   identified. 


Dear   Mr.     Carle 


property   vaii 


The 


BL/1 


atic 


y  result  in  reducing  the  elz* 
economical  unit.  Therefore, 
e  considered,    that   prior   to 


ve  request  that  if  Alternatives  A,  B  or 
issuing  the  Final  Three  /livers  Resource 
Impact  Statement,  a  "Takings  Implication 
authorized  by  Executive  Order  12630  (see  the  November  8,  1988  Memor 
Assistant  Secretaries  and  Bureau  Directors  from  Secretary  of 
>r,    Donald  P. 


The  letters  from   the  Harney  County  CattleWomen,    Stockgrovers,    Farm  Bureau, 
Sheep   &    Woolgrowers   and   the   January   17,     1990  Riddle   Ranch   and   Western 
Range  Service   Comments  and  Response   to   the  Draft    Three  Rivers  Resource 
Management    Plan    and  Environmental    Impact    Statement    are   consistent    with    our 


This  response  is  x 
document.  Their  response  has  be 
full  copy  of  text  only  for  the  r 
duplication    of    the  Riddle   Ranch 


enclosed  herein 


Sincerely. 

J.   W.   *  CAROL  ROBERTSON 

Name 

P.O.    BOX  227 

City                                        State 

Zip  Code 

,   .00. 

>yrlMZ^^c- 
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applied   for  and  authorized  on  a  year-to-year  basis, 
therefore,   your  use   of  forage  available   because  of  Walter  Baker 
noouse   can  only   be  authorized  on  a  year-to-year  basis. 
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JENKINS  RANCHES,  INC. 


Barton  Lake  Ranch 


,  Oregon  97722  Phone:  (503)  493-2420 


Jay 

Carlson 

Burns  District 

Office 

Bur 

Management 

HC 

74   12533  Highway 

20  West 

Hin 

es,  Oregon 

97738 

Dea 

r  Mr.  Carls 

on. 

I  am  writing  w 

ith  rev 

iew  comments 

or  the  October  1969  BLM  Draft 

Thr 

ee  Rivers  RMP/EIS. 

Alt. 

ernatives  A 

B  and 

C  will  result  in  a  substantial  loss  of  our 

bas 

a  property 

value. 

The  proposed 

BLM  actions  may  result  in  reduc 

size  of  01 

t  is  no  longe 

an  economical  u 

The 

3r  C  are  consider 

tha 

the  Final  Th 

ee  Rivers  Res 

Pla 

L  Impact  Statement,  a  "Takings  Implication 

:ed  as  author 

zed  by  Execut 

ve  Order  12630  ( 

.  1988 

all  Assistant 

Secretaries  and 

Bur 

rs  from 

Secretary  of 

Interior,  Donald  P.  Hodel). 

The 

letters  fr 

om  the 

Harney  County 

CattleWomen, 

Stockgrowers,  Far 

Bur 

eau.  Sheep 

;  woolg 

rowers  and  the  January  17, 

990  Riddle  Ranch 

and 

Western  Ra 

vice  Comments 

and  Response 

o  the  Draft  Thre 

ers  Resourc 

ement  Plan  and  Environmenta 

.  Impact  Statemen 

con 

sistent  wit 

h  our  v 

iews  and  comments. 

Thi 

s  response 

is  our 

endorsement  o 

such  letters 

and  Riddle  Ranch 

mentary.   Their  re 

d  you.   We  do  not 

Lude  a  full 

f  text  only  for  the  reason 

ex  a 

ct  duplicat 

the  Riddle  Ranch  document  a 

id  organizations 

Richard    J.    Jenkins,    President 
Patricia    E.  [jyenkins.    Secretary 
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Refer  to  response  2-63. 
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41-1 

Refer 

o  response  1-13. 

41-2 

Refer 

o  response  12-1. 

41-3 

Refer 

o  responses  2-44  and  2-45  and  DRMP/DEIS 

Appendix  2 

41-4 

Refer 

o  response   12-1  and  12-7. 

41-5 

Refer 

o  response  1-11. 

41-6 

Refer 

o  responses  2-6,   2-10,   2-11  and  2-78. 

41-7 

Refer 

o   response   2-6. 

41-8 

Refer 

o  response   3-6. 
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ro  Box  237 

Drewsey,   Or       9790*1 
January  26,    1990 

Jay  Carlson  -  RMP/EIS 
Burns  District  Office 
Bureau  of   land   Management 
HC   7^-12533  Highway  20  West 
Hines,    Or        9773* 

Dear  Mr.   Carlson: 

Enclosed  are  our  comments  on  the  draft  Three  Rivers  Resource  Management 
Plan  dated  October  1°89.  We  went  through  Table  2.1,  Management  Directives 
by  Alternatives ,  and  addressed  each  objective.  We  felt  this  method  would 
be  the  most  comprehensive. 

We  apologize  if  some  of   the  comments  are  repetitive,    but   the  solutions 
to  several  of  the  objectives  are  repetitive.      In  general,    we  found    the 
report    easy  to  read  and  would    like  to  commend   the  staff  for  the 
excellent   job  they  did    in  compiling  this  information. 

We  hope  the  final  RMP  reflects  a  broad  based  multiple  use  plan  that 
allows  commodity  use  along  with  improving  natural  resources.  A'e  don't 
feel  reducing  livestock  numbers   is   the  fix-it-all  answer.     But  we  feel 


Sincerely,  S~- 

Ken  Arnold  ^ 


As  for  road    closures,    it  might  help  in  some  areas,    but  we  fear  that  people 
would  drive  in  there  anyway  and  that  could  result  in  more  ground  damage 
and  plant  damage  than  maintaining  a  road  with  water  bars  and  other  erosion 
prevention  measures . 

Currently,   BLM  has  good   management  practices   in  effect  and  we  feel  they 
need   to  be  given  time  to  work. 

SOILS:     We  feel  this   issue  was  addressed  strictly  on  a  daily  basis 
rather  than  a   long  term  one.      We  would  like  to  know    if    in  fencing  and 
reducing  grazing  you  are  excluding  game  and  wild  animals  also?     Elk,  deer, 
antelope  and  wild   horses  cause  unmeasured  damage  with  their  trails. 
Domestic  livestock  use  currently  existing  trails  which  the  wild  animals 
use  year  around  and  keep  defined. 

Animals  are  not  the  only  cause  of  erosion.     Fires  destroy  plants  whose 
roots  hold  the  soil  together  and  whose  foliage  diffuses   heavy  rains.     While 
we  need  plant  life  to  slow  erosion,  too  much  foliage  is  a  fire  waiting  for 
the  right  bolt  of  lightening.     Livestock  removal  will  lead  to  dry,  old  growth 
foliage,  which  the  wild  animals  would  not  utilize. 

Also,   some  erosion  is  natural.     The  earth  is  not  static.     The  alluvial 
fans  and   rimrocks  along  canyons  are  results  of  years  of  erosion,   most  before 
man   ever   .'aw  the  United  States.      The  Grand  Canyon  is  another  example. 

FORESTRY  £  WOODLANDS:  We  feel  the  current  plan  is  the  best.  The  main 
need  is  to  maintain  the  current  lumber  supply  and  the  forests.  We  are  avid 
hunters  and  after  years  of  observing  game  animal  habits  we  know  they  prefer 
slash  cut  areas  that  have  neir  seedings.     These  over  old  growth  stands. 

Also,  if  current  logging  regulations  were  enforced,  erosion  and  slash 
problems  would  be  drastically  reduced.  But  the  areas  have  buffer  tree 
hedges  planted  along  the  roads  and  old  practices  continue  away  from  the 
public's  eye. 


In  this  response  we  have  directed  most  of  our  cedents  towards  Table 
which  is  Management  Directives  By  Alternatives.  We'  have  gone  through  1 
catagorle  and  analyzed  the  proposed  objectives  and  actions  and  comment' 
accordingly. 

AIR  QUALITY  1  the  burn  limits  might  be  a  solution,  but  the  worst  a 
we  have  in  the  county  results  from  fires  outside  of  the  state. 

WAEER  QUALITY  1  Your  catagotization  of  water  quality  as  poor  on  thi 
majority  of  the  streams  we  feel  is  in  error.  The  tributaries  and  the  1 
branch  of  the  middle  fork  of  the  Malheur  River  are  Improving,  not  decl: 
There  are  no  more  sewage  drain  fields  emptying  into  the  waters.  The  L 
20  years  have  seen  sharp  cut  banks  slough  off  and  grass  and  shrub  grow 
begin  on  these  banks.  We  have  had  the  riparian  areas  evaluated  on  our 
private  ground  and  the  specialist  report  was  stabilized  and   improving. 

We  feel  most  of  the  current  damage  in  influents  has  more  to  do  with 


unchecked  runoffs  than  witl 
middle  fork  rips  loose  the: 
growth,  keeping  the  banks  1 
projects  should  be  implemei 
necessary . 

Caiile  make  up  only  a  suu 

Fencing  an  area  would  only 


livestock  damage.      The  severe  flooding  of   the 
•  soft  banks  and  the  ice  flows  gouge  out  plant 
istable.      We  feel  streambank  stabilization 
;ed  and  do  not  feel  livestock  removal  is 

LI  percentage  of  animals   using  streams,   ponds 


wild 


er  question  we  have  about  fen 
prings  and  reservoirs  is  how 


ing  the  proposed  exclusion 
any  of  these  were  developed 


and  /  or  constructed  primarily  as  animal  watering  sources? 
their  original  purpose  and  they  have  become  a  multiple  use  water  sou 
we  feel  they  should  be  retained  as  animal  watering  sources  primarily 
all  other  uses  secondary. 

(cont) 


ry.      The  cattle 
urn  of  the 
ttle  and  sheep 


for  junipers,    let's  see  the  BLM  permit   unlimited    cutting  of  them, 
pt  in  the  restricted  area,    with  cleanup  guidelines  and   hopefully  resee 
a  more  beneficial  plant. 
LIVESTOCK  GRAZING:      The  ranchers  in  the  Drewsey  and  Riley  areas   have 
of  the  cuts   in  allotment  numbers  we  can  afford  to.     The 
value  difference  between  the  no  action  alternative  and  the  emphasize  natur 
value  alternative  is  Five  and  one  half  MILLION  DOLLARS  I      This  amount  would 
certainly  affect  the  livestock  industry  dependent  on   these  AUH's!      Not  to 
mention  the  other  businesses  dependent  on  the  livestock  indi 
are  being  blamed  for  something  they  have  no  part  in.     At  th> 
century,  all  this  area  was  severely  overgrazed.     From  local 
owners  to  the  sheep  trails  that  saw  animals  from  the  south  j 
through  our  county.     These  times  saw  a  dramatic  decline  in  : 
In  the  l890's  there  was  bunchgrass  and  other  natl 
ranchers  and  herders  abused  this  pasture.     Their  1 
trying  to  rebuild  the  native  ranges  with  BLM  and  private  work  through 
seedings  and  reduced  numbers  -  not  just  of  cattle,  but  of  horses  as  well. 
These  plans  are  succeeding.     The  range  is  coming  back,   everyone  is  trying 
to  help.     We  want  to  maintain  and  improve  the  land  for  the  next  generations 
not  destroy  it.     The  current  system  is  working  and  needs  to  be  allowed  the 
time  to  continue  to  do  so.     We  can't  fix  overnight  or  even  in  20  years 
what  took  80  years  to  do.     Also,   there  are  some  areas  that  have  never 
grown  anything  and  never  will. 

The  dramatic  increase  in  big  game  aninal  numbers  also  is  detrimental  to 
the  AUM's.     But  the  Fish  and  Game  department  want  more  AUM's  all  the  time. 
Not  publicly,   but  they  scatter  game  during  hunting  seasons  so  the  kill  will 
be  minimal  and  numbers  will  increase. 


grasses.      The  early 
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The  water  developments  awl  vegetation  trea 
the  grazing  reductions  arc  not  called  for. 
subject  to  a  "Takings  Implication  Assessment 
order  12630.     We  feel  horse  and  game  animal 


If  a  reduction  c 

distributed  amou 

VI ID  HOUSES  , 

numbers  for  the 


not 


olded.      The  redi 


:ment  are  great  Ideas,   but 
tny  crazing  reduction  would  be 
'  as  authorized  by  Executive 
lumbers  should  also  be  reduced 
:tlons   should  be  equally 


hf>rH    "niters    reach 


In   these  ranges 

t  feel  AC  EC 


Hi  I 


th.-u 


currently.  This  shows  t 
feelings  about  the  plan 
be  carefully  considered 
to  both  the  land  owner  a 
recognition  and  feel  cur 
VEGETATION:  One  are 
Heritage  Plan  cell  needs 
not  logical.  Areas  are 
was  here  a  thousand   year 


'  acquire  privat 
d   should    be  use 


workinr  well.      We  have  mixed 

A  only  when  It  is  mutually  beneficial 
BLM.      We  know  the  Keger  herd   is  gaining  national 
it  practices  will  maintain  the  herd, 
should  be  enough  for  the  Oregon  Natural 
Locking  up  land  for  the  current  species  is 
t  static  but  are  continually  changing.      What 
ago  is  not  here  today  and  what  is  here  today 
re  in    the  future.      These  changes  will  occur 
Plant  communities  are  constantly 
changing,   going  from  the  early  stages  to  the  climax  species.     We  strongly 
feel  that  reserving  areas  for  a  few  Interested  sightseers   is  unconstitutional. 
It  restricts  the  majority  of  people  acess  to  these  public  lands,   which  all 
are  entitled  to  see  and   use.     It  also  doen't  follow  BLM's  multiple  use 
policy.     We  do  agree  with  controlling  noxious  weeds  and  feel  this 
problem  has  been  ignored  for  too  long  in  Harney  County, 
(cont) 


The  fences  constructed  fee  wildlife  will  not  always  hold  cattle  and 
that  could  cause  a  potential  trespass  problem.  This  would  not  be  the 
permittee's  fault,  but  would  be  their  problem.  Wild  animals  adapt  an. 
survive.  They  always  make  it  through  existing  fences,  occasionally 
breaking  wires  and  flattening  sections  of  the  fence.  We  don't  see  ne 
fences  making  any  major  changes.  The  only  .  na jor  change  would  be  to 
eliminate  fences  completely  and  then  we  would  be  back  in  the  1950s, 
loosing  what  has  been  gained  in  the  last  *+0  yearsl 


to  allocate  more  than  the  current  AUH's  of  cattle 
.  Please  permit  current  grazing  pracitces  to  continue, 
mistake  on  the  number  of  guzzlers  in  each  of  the  options. 


We  don't  see  the 
forage  to  big  ( 

Also,   there 

VETDUiD,  RESERVOIR  AM)  MEADOW  HABITAT:   In  reference  to  appendix  5. 
table  3.  we  understand  the  hardship  the  wide  fluctuation  of  water  causes 
at  Warm  Springs  Reservoir.  We  do  not  see  cattle  and  birds  interferring 
with  each  other.  The  refuge  also  thought  that  and  have  found  out  the 
cattle  and  other  agriculture  practices  were  necessary  to  maintain  the 
bird  population. 

Much  work  has  been  done  by  the  government  to  reclaim  wetlands  and 
return  them  to  production.  It  is  with  dismay  that  we  observe  the  reversal 
of  this  policy  and  feel  it  is  a  serious  mistake. 

RIPARIA"  HABITAT:  Again,  you  have  singled  out  livestock  as  the  sole 
problem.  Wildlife  and  unchecked  runoffs  also  add  considerably  to  this 
problem.  Enclosures  should  not  be  used  unless  they  are  complete,  shutting 
out  wildlife  as  well  as  domestic  livestock.  Currently,  most  riparian  areas 
are  stabilized  and  improving.  Time,  streambank  stabilization  projects  and 
runoff  flow  checks  would  dramatically  help  riparian  areas  without  removing 
livestock. 

Also,  please  note  the  current  BLK  riparian  area  management  policy, 

signed  1-22-87,  states  that  a  riparian  area  is  "directly  influenced  by 

(cont) 


Again,   plant. 
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SPECIAL  STATUS  SPEC  IBS  j 
constantly  changing,  some  will  become  ext 
Special  management  will  only  delay  the  in 
need  big  sagebrush.  There  are  several  fl 
they  prefer  crested  wheat  seedlngs  and/or 
is  sage  brush  areas  on  flat,    open  ground. 


animal  communities  are 

vitable.  We  disagree  grouse 
sks  of  grouse  in  our  area  and 
meadows  to  sagebrush  areas.  ' 
They  do  like  deep,   sage 


choked  c 
like  to 


I 


We  think   the   two  mile  buffer  zone   is  extreme  and  would 
ireas  that  are  seedable  to  crested  wheat  seeded.     Leave 
the  sage  brush  on  the  steep  hills  in  the  canyons  for  their  private  areas. 
Besides,   these  sage  brush  covered  flats  at  one  time  were  likely  a  bunch 
grass  pasture  with  little  sage  brush. 

Number  Ik  on  Table  2.1   -  18  under  option  A  and  B  needs  to  be  clarified. 
The  area  is  right  on  top  of  Bartlett  Mountain  and  not  on  the  side  slopes. 

Again,    we  protest   livestock  re.noval  as   the  plant  and   animal  species  are 
recovering  and  doing  so  with  livestock  present.     Also,   if  livestock  are 
removed  ,   what  about  wild  horses  and  game  animals?     These  must  also  be  re- 
moved.    Then  plant  growth  will  be  unchecked  by  grazing,  old  growth  will 
become  rampant  and  eventually  fire  will  destroy  the  area  and   there 
will  be  nothing  left. 

Cattle  are  not  the  ones  affecting  the  fish.     Too  many  fishermen  and 
trash  fish  which  eat  the  trout  fingerlings  and   the  trouts  food  are  the 
main  problems.     Poisoning  undesireable  fish  is  now  forbidden,  so  that 
management  tool  is  lost.     These  problems  need  to  be  addressed.     Removing 
cattle  is  not  the  ultimate  cure  for  many  of  the  problems  BLM  is  facing. 

WILDLIFE  HABITAT  MANAGEMENT:      We  approve  of  road  closures  during 
winter  months  as  long  as  it  does  not  interfer  with  access  to  domestic 
animals  on  winter  allotments.      In  this  area  the  cow  again  becomes  the 
automatic  scapegoat  for  all  the  problems, 
(cont) 
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permanent  water".      Permanent  is  underlined  as   .-.'arm  Springs  Creek,    Little 
Pine  Creek,    Beaver  Dam  Creek,   Blue  bucket  Creek,    Little  Muddy  Creek, 
Stinkingwater  Creek,  Middle  Fork  Malheur  River  and  the  South  .Fork  Malheur 
River  go  dry  during  long  hot  summers.     So  they  can  not,   under  BLK's  own 
definition,   be  called  riparian  areas  as  the  water  is  not  permanentl 

RAPTORS i      You  have  covered    this  area  well.      It   is  sad   that  people  have 
to  choose.      If  we  keep  raptors,   we  loose  game  birds  such  as  pheasants, 
quail  and   chuckars  as  raptors  prey  on  them. 

AQUATIC  HABITAT:  We  applaud  implementing  aquatic  1 
project  work  in  the  Middle  Fork  Malheur  River.  That  ai 
where  needed,  will  help  the  fish  population.  As  will  removing  the  trash 
fish  from  the  river  and  reservoir.  We  fish  the  middle  fork  and  for  every 
bass  and  trout  we  catch,   we  catch  up  to  four  times  as  many  suckers. 

Also  the  number  of  people  fishing  the  river  has  dramatically  increased, 
resulting  in  lower  fish  takes. 

animals,   including  horses,   that  also  use  the  river.     You  can't  blame  it 
all  on  cattle! 


die  Fork  Malheur  ] 


through  private  ground 


Oregon  Fish  and  Came  own  several  miles  of  river  below  US  highway  20  and 
cattle  grazing  has  been  severely  limited  in  this  allotment  for  over  a  decade 
The  water,    river  banks,   etc.   have  not  changed  dramatically  from  the  areas 
where  cattle  are  still  on  the  river. 

Your  proposal  to  enhance  warm  water  fish  and  their  habitat  are  great! 
At  the  Fish  4  Came  public  meeting  in  Burns  Jan.  17,  1990,  this  item  was 
also  discussed  and  many  people  feel  the  need  to  establish  more  pan  fish. 
We  feel  the  proposed  projects  outlined  at  your  question  and  answer  session 
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will  help.     The  only  reservation  is  potential  interference  between  rec 
use  and  the  submerged  logs  during  low  water  years.     We  feel  several 
reservoirs,   higher  in  the  watersheds,   could  solve  many  problems  and 
keep  water  flows  more  consistant  year  after  year. 

HAZARDOUS  MATERIALS i  Please  keep  hazardous  waste  off  all  land.  L 
find  a  way  to  neutralize  this  material  before  it  is  disposed  of,  thus 
eliminating  this  problem.  Cities  need  to  learn  to  recycle  and  reuse. 
We  do  not  need  to  be  Western  Oregon,   Washington  and  California's  dump! 

FIRE:  Keep  fire  for  the  valuable  management  tool  it  is.  Look  at  , 
fire  separately  and  if  it  will  benefit  the  land  by  removing  unwanted  b 
let  it  bum. 

RECREATION:  We  disagree  w: 
from  riparian  areas  for  reasoi 
feel  the  designation  of  the  5 
River  as  part  of  the  Wild  and 
area  is  isolated  and  seldon  u; 
than  it  would  solve.  This  ar< 
last  150  years  so  technically  It  does  not  fit  into  the  wilderness  categorie 

We  personally  feel  that  wilderness  areas  are  unconstitutional  as  they 
deprive  some  people  from  access  to  the  land  which  is  publicly  owned,  and 
reserve  it  for  only  a  few. 

We  have  the  allotment  on  the  west  side  of  Warm  Springs  Reservoir.     During 
the  summer  months,   we  spend  a  lot  of  time  there  and   visit  with  the  recreate 
using  the  area.     We  have  never  found  anyone  who  objected  to  cattle  sharing 
the  area,      however,  with  the  current  use  of  four  wheelers,   we  prefer  our 
cattle  to  be  else  where  as  we  have  had  problems  with  then  being  chased  I 
This  problem  has  no  easy  solution,   except  limiting  areas  of  use  for  the  ORV 


h  the  propossed  plan  to  remove  livestock 
already  listed  in  our  comments.  We  also 
mile  section  of  the  Middle  Fork  Malheur 
cenic  River  system  is  unnecessary.  This 
d.  The  designation  could  create  more  problems 
has  seen  many  man  caused  changes   over  the 


an  explosive  area  and  again  we  are 
some  of  the  areas  listed   here.     We 
the  preferred   categorie.      Some 
e  under  some  microscope  as  we  are 
preserve  some  of  our  lands  heritage, 


CULTURAL  RESOURCES  1      This    is 

agree  with  most  of  the  plan   under 

thousand  years  from  now  we  will  b 

artifact  gathered.     Yes 

but  we  also  must  learn  that  time  passes  and  we  have  no  control  of  that. 

Some  areas   you  wish  to   withdraw  from   livestock   use,   such  as   the  Native 
American  root  gathering  areas.     The  cattle  and  sheep  have  ranged  on  these 
areas  for  about   100  years   with  no   ill  effect  on  the  plants  in  question. 
In  fact  the  "natural  fertilizer"   left  behind  has  probably  helped,  not 

As  for  acquiring  more  private   land,    we  have  enough  land   under  public 
ownership  in  the  state.      But  it  is   each  individuals   right   to  dispose  of 
their  land  as  they  decide.     But  if  they  wish  to  retain  ownership  of  the 
land,   that  is  also  their  right.     We  would  like  to  see  taking  by  condemnatlo 
prohibited  in  the  final  plan  in  all  areas  where  private  land  acquisition 
is  considered. 

ENERGY  &  MINERALS!      We  feel  that  Harney  County  needs  all  the  commercial 
help  it  can  get.      If  this   includes  ELM  leasing  mineral,    gas  and   geotherraal 
rights,   please  don't  hesitate  to  lease  them.     Just  provide  for 
protection  of  the  environment.     We  agree  with  the  management  objectives. 
LANDS  k  REALTY:      After  studying  these  maps  and  objectives,    we  do  not 
see  the  need  of  acquiring  all  the  private  land  designated   for  Zl  and  Z2. 
There  would  only  be  small  private  communities   in  an  area  owned  by  the 
government.     This  is  not  the  basics  of  the  United  States!     We  do  not  feel 
such  wide  spread  acquisition  Is  necessary.     Also,   funding  for  this 
project  would  be  astronomical,    especially  for  a  federal  budget  that  has 


late  in  the  grazing  period, 
prevented  use  from  using  it 
wolf  plants  are  appearing  a 


crested  wheat  seedlngs.  Now, 
ervoir  field  except  early  and 
ow  water  and  dry  feed  has 


for 


;.■.,! 


suit, 


like  to  see  the  recreation  areas  fenced,  similar  to  campground  fencing  the 
forest  service  uses.     Then  we  could   utilize  these  seedings  during  the  summe 
when  there  were  not  many  users.     Also,   this  would  allow  more  flexibility 
to  our  grazing  plan  during  dry  years.     This  would  be  beneficial  to  all. 

ACEC:     We  have  many  mixed  reactions  to  this  section,   mostly  the  fact 
that  our  environment  is  continually  changing  with  or  without  man's 
Influence.     Trying  to  make  a  section  of  the  living  earth  into  a  museum 
goes  against  nature.     This  is  what  we  perceive  ACEC  are  for.      It  would  be 
nice  to  take  a  certain  area  and  freeze  it  in  time  for  future  observation. 
But  that  is  impracticable  when  you  are  dealing  with  a  dynamic  environment. 
Even  in  the  lava  beds  a  tree  might  take  root  and  severely  disrupt  part 
of  the  lava  flow.     We  do  not  feel  that  additional  land  needs  to  be  added 

VISUAL  RESOURCES:     Wellove  the  way  our  county  looks  and   hope  It  remains 
this  Hay  forever,    however  we  know  that   land    continually  changes  so  our 
hope  is  futile.     We  accept  that.      Lane"   erodes  and  deposits  elsewhere,  strea 
artf   rivers   continually  change  course,   carving  new  cha7ineb   in  the  land.     On 
our  land ,   where  once  was  a  deep  pool  in  the  river,   now  is  a  sand   bar. 
Plants  grow,  die,  are  uprooted  or  eaten.     This   is  the  master  plan  and   has 
been  for  centuries. 

You  have  a  preserve  class  and  again  we  do  not  feel  you 
dynamic  thing  without  altering  it.     The  best  policy  is  a  moderat 
Man  has  been  here  for  centuries  and   Harney  County  is  not  an  eye 


not  seen  black  ink  for  many  years. 

This  objective,   "consolidate  public  landholdings  and   acquire  lands  wi 

significant  resource  values    values",   is  not  in  the  public's  best 

ihe  private  landholders   in   the  Three 


We  do  applaud  corridors  for  utility  and   transportation  needs.     Also, 
transferring  existing  dumps  to  the  county  sounded  like  a  good   idea,   until 
we  learned    that  the  federal  government   is   imposing  guidelines  on  dump 

which  could  be  a  financial  hardship  for  Harney  County.   Again 
that  acquiring  access  to  land  and/or  land  itself  through 
forbidden  in  the  final  plan. 
We  do  not  feel  that  the  lands  listed    in  Appendix   10,    Table  5  would 
best  serve  public  interest  if  withdrawn  from  Public  Land   Laws.     We  feel 
they  should  be  carefully  managed  in  the  current  practices  without  drastic 
changes.      Let's  not  lock  up  this  county,  but  keep  it  as  a  renewable. 


5566:     Texaco  Basin  is 
quality  is   excellant  in  this  allotment  and  would  like  to  see  the  d 
that  determined  poor  water  quality. 

Also,   here  again  you  discuss  riparian  habitat  and  the  streams  lr 
allotment  are  not  year  long  flowing  streams.     Several  times  since 
been  in  this  allotment  Warm  Springs  Creek  has  gone  dry.     The 
has  been  a  small  pool  against  the  dam  several  times   in  the  1980's. 
river  has  been  a  small  stream  or  completely  dry.     According  to  BLM's 
definition,   the  only  area  with  live  water  would  be  the  river.     This 
also  include  Warm  Springs   Reservoil 


(cort) 
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Irrigation  purposes,   not  recreation.     The  primary  objective  needs   to  be 
remembered  and   not  replaced  by  a  secondary  benefit  such  as  recreation. 
It  Is  great  that  recreation  has  been  a  added  use,  but  feel  that  the 
primary  use,    Irrigation  water,  should  not  suffer  for  recreational  use. 
We:  hope  that  the  final  plan  reflects  your  current  practices  with  a  few 

the  main  answer  to  the  problems. 

The  Taylor  Grazing  Act's  primary  purpose  was  to  control  grazing  on  the 
public  lands.  31nce  BLM  has  evolved,  the  purposes  have  become  varied  and 
many,     again,   please  do  not  forget  the  primary  one,   the  grazing  of  livest< 


42-15 

To  meet   the  objectives  of   riparian,  water  quality  and  aquatic 

habitat,    wild  horses  will  need   to  be   managed   in  a  manner  similar   to 

livestock.   They  may   be  fenced    from   riparian  areas  or  moved   from  thee 

riparian  pastures  during  critical  periods    in  order  to  achieve  a 

thriving  ecological   balance  and  meet   the  objectives  of  multiple-use 

and   sustained  yield  as  described   in  Sections  2   and   3  of    the  Wild  and 

Free-Roaming  Horse  and  Burro  Act  of   1971.   Also,    refer   to   responses 

2-28  and  2-31. 

42-16 

There  has  been  no  authorization  of  discharge  of  hazardous  materials 

on  BLM  public  land. 

42-17 

Refer   to   response  4-9. 

42-3ol  A  I"1"*  no1^  on  mlsta 
I  off  from  where  listed. 
I   second  #1   I  think  you 


In  the  text,  the  map  index  is  usually  two  pages 
so  in  Table  2.1  on  page  44  under  option  A  In  the 
Appendix  10  not  11. 


.sincerely, 

Ken  Arnold 


42-18  Segment  A,   Middle   Fork   of   the  Malheur  River,   does  meet   the   criteria 

for  a  potential  Wild  River  under  the   provisions  of   the  Wild  and 
Scenic  Rivers  Act   (Public  Law  90-542  as  amended).  A  study  process  was 
completed  which  considered    free-flowing  values,    outstandingly 
remarkable  values,   classification  as  wild,    scenic   and/or  recreational 
and  determination  of  suitability. 


The   5.. 


nlles  of  ri 
the  land  a 
used  change; 


ach  ■ 


L/2 


slcally 


DRMP/DEIS    in 


0. 


There  are  currently  23,811 
designated  as  limited  to  of 
Warm  Springs  Reservoir  in  t 
the  use  of  motorized  vehicl 


of  BLM-administered  land  which  are 
d  vehicle  use  around  the  perimeter  of 
ma  District.  This  designation  limits 
designated,  existing  roads  and 
trails.  However,  the  areas  near  the  reservoir  where  conflicts  are 
occurring  are  on  lands  withdrawn  and  administered  by  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation  (BOR).  The  BOR  has  a  recreation  management  plan  to  manage 
recreation  use,  including  regulation  of  ORV  use,  but  has  not  made 
their  presence  known  by  fencing  or  signing  of  acres  near  the 


Portions  of  the  seedlngs  on  the  west  side  of  the  reservoir  are  on  B 
lands,  so  coordination  Is  necessary  before  establishing  any  new  fen 
locations,  implementing  signing  and  enforcing  regulations. 

An  action  recommending  the  acreage  designated  limited  be  reduced  to 
the  land  area  around  the  reservoir  in  Reservoir  Pasture,  No.  5566, 
and  the  remaining  acres  be  returned  to  management  under  an  open 
designation  is  in  the  proposed  PRMP/FEIS. 


42-20 

Refer  to 

response  42-19. 

42-21 

Refer  to 

responses  15-16  and  42-7. 

42-22 

mse  2-82  which  discusses 

42-1 

Refer  to   response  2-3  and  PRMP/FEIS,   Table  2.1. 

42-2 

Juniper  cutting  is  permitted  within  specific  areas.   This  method  has 

proven  to  be  more  effective   at   removing  enough   juniper  to   release 

understory  vegetation  when  compared   to   indiscriminate  cutting 

areawide.   Also,   some   juniper  stands  are   providing  good   cover  for  bij 

game  and  the   juniper/sagebrush   type   provides  habitat  for  many 

songbird   species.   Juniper  removal  on  site-specific   areas  can  enhance 

understory  species  while  allowing  for  continued    juniper  habitat 

availability. 

42-3 

Refer   to  responses  2-10  and  2-11. 

42-4 

Refer   to   response  2-63. 

42-5 

Refer   to  response  2-6. 

!>!.• 


3-16 


4-14. 


The  Oregon  Natural  Heritage  Plan  (1988)  has  many  cells  for 
terrestrial  and  aquatic  ecosystems.  Each  of  the  areas  being 
considered  for  designation  as  an  RNA/ACEC  will  fill  one  or  several  of 

areas  designated  as  RNA/ACECs  do  provide  ecosystems  where,  hopefully, 
there  is  minimal  modern  human  interference.  These  areas  can  be 
utilized  for  ecological  studies,  monitoring  and  research,  and 
education.  Information  obtained  about  changes  occurring  within  an 
RNA/ACEC  will  provide  a  basis  to  which  communities,  where  a  full 
range  of  other  multiple-use  activities  are  ongoing,  can  be  compared. 


42-8 
42-9 


Ret.  r 


2-78. 


There  are  no  road  closures  that  would  Interfere  « 
livestock  on  winter  allotments.  These  roads  are  t 
tive  purposes  and  would   not   be  closed. 


Fence   specifications  for  fences  built   In  areas 
outlined   in  BLM  Manual  Handbook  H-1741-1.   Fence  design  will  be 
determined  on  a  case-by-case  basis   that  will   provide   for   the  movemen 
of  wildlife.   This  has  been  a  standard  stipulation  In  the  past  MFPs 
and  is   not  proposed   for  change   (see  Appendix  1,   Table   12,   Proposed 
Plan) . 


42-11 

See  management  action  WL  2.4   of   the  Proposed  Plan. 

42-12 

The   riparian  management   actions  have   been   revised,    see  management 
actions  WL  6.1,   6.2  and   6.3  of    the  Proposed  Plan. 

A2-\  ! 

Refer   to  response  2-3,   2-4  and  2-44. 

42-14 

The  definition  goes  on  to  state   "Excluded  are  such  sites  as  ephemei 
streams  or  washes  that  do  not  exhibit   the   presence  of  vegetation 
dependent  upon  free  water  in  the  soil."  The  areas  named  have 
vegetation  present   that   is  dependent  upon  free  water   In  the  soil. 
Also,   see  Appendix   1,   Table  4  of   the  Proposed  Plan. 

There  are  8,560  acres  which  are  under  a  VRM  Class  I.  These  areas  ar 
the  two  WSAs  (Malheur  Rlver/Bluebucket  Creek  and  Stonehouse)  which 
are  mandated  to  be  managed  as  Class  I  under  Wilderness  IMP.  If  thes 
WSAs  are  designated  wilderness,  Class  I  visual  management  will 
continue.  If  the  WSAs  are  returned  to  multiple-use  management,  the 
areas  will   probably   be  managed  under  VRM  Class   II  and  2,040  acres   1 


r/Blu 


Hi! 


admlnist 
WSAs,   t) 
allowed. 

:ered   primitive 

42-23 

Refer  tc 

>   response  4-15. 

42-24 

Refer   tc 

>  responses   3-lt" 

42-25 

The   obj< 

■ctive   of    the   U 

Sin 


-14 


-10. 


e  zone  concept  Is  not  to  acquire  a 
lands  in  Zones  1  and  2.  This  would  be  an  unrealistic  expectation 
since  most  land  tenure  adjustment  would  be  through  exchange.  The 
concept  does  provide  a  means  which  can  help  direct  land  tenure 
efforts  and  funding  in  specific  areas. 

A  large  increase  in  funding  for  land  tenure  adjustment  Is  not 
expected.  Consequently,  changes  in  the  overall  landownership  patt 
of  the  RA  would  be  gradual  over  a  long  period  of  time. 

Because  exchanges  will  be  the  primary  mode  of  land  transfer,  any 
increase  in  public  land  acreage  in  Zone  1  would  generally  have  a 
corresponding  increase  of  private  ownership  in  Zones  2  and  3. 


Also,   refer   to  responses  3-16,  4-14  and  6-10. 

42-26 

Refer  to  response   3-16,   4-14,   6-10  and  42-25. 

42-27 

Section  204  of   FLPMA  gives   the   Secretary  of   the   Interior  authority 

make,   modify,   extend   or  revoke  withdrawals. 

Diamond  Craters  0NA/ACEC   is  already  withdrawn  from  the  public  land 

laws.   The  400  acres   identified   in  Table  2.25  are  adjacent   to  the 

existing  withdrawal   and   contain   similar  outstanding  geologic  and 

natural  features  as  within  Diamond  Craters.    Some  of   these   features 

have   been  damaged  from  past  mining  of  decorative  slab  lava.   The 

additional  withdrawal  would  help  protect   the  features   from  further 

damage  as  well  as   provide   consistency  of  management  for  the  entire 

Craters   complex. 

The  640  acres  identified  for  Squaw  Butte  Experiment  Station  is 
currently  under  State  ownership.  The  parcel  is  proposed  for  exchange 
to  the  United  States.  If  the  land  is  acquired,  the  withdrawal  would 
provide  two  important  purposes.  First  it  would  transfer  jurisdiction 
from  the  BLM  to  the  Agricultural  Research  Service,  USDA.  Second,  it 
would  protect  the  land  from  mineral  or  other  activity  which  might  be 
incompatible  with  the  ongoing  range  and  agricultural  research 
occurring  at  Squaw  Butte.  As  with  Diamond  Craters,  this  would  be  an 
addition  to  an  existing  withdrawal. 
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42-28 
42-29 
42-30 


Some  of   the   acreage   in  Table   2.25   ts  a   proposed   withdrawal   for  the 
Bluebucket  Creek  and  Middle  Fork  of   the  Malheur  River.   This  would   be 
an  interim  withdrawal   to  protect  the  areas   pending  final  action  by 
Congress  on  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers   designation.    Finally,   Chickahominy 
Special  Recreation  Management  Area   is   being  added   to  the  Proposed 
Plan  for  withdrawal   to  protect  campground   facilities  and  adjacent 
land   from  mining  and  other  nondiscretionary  activities  which  are 
generally   noncompatlble  with   intensive    recreation  use. 

Refer   to   response  42-14. 

Refer  to   response  42-14. 

Page  numbers  for  maps  VRM-1,  M-l  through  M-5,  L-l  and  L-2  are  in 
error.  There  were  admittedly  other  page  numbering  errors  in  the 
draft,  and  we  apologize  for  this  inconvenience  in  reviewing  the 
document.  Stringent  editing  has  been  applied  in  the  PRMP/FEIS  to 
ensure  that  such  errors  are  not  repeated.  The  Appendix  11  citation 
should   read  Appendix  10. 
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REX  CLEMENS  RANCH  INC. 


Dear  Mr.  Ca 


BLM  is  negl  I  ge 


angs  and  aga 


er,  Smyth  Creek 


Deep  Creek  al 1 otments  i 
the  mustangs.   The  BLM' 


of  horses 


the  long  term  management  plan 
pool.  Remember  that  this  is  a 
is  properly  managed  the  range 


;,  deer, 


-ange.   But  due  to  a  great  deal  of  publ  ic 
*ie  Kiger  mustangs  we  do  recognize  a  need  to 

?.nge  was  chosen  for  these  mustangs.   The  BLM 
as  been  plenty  of  forage  year  round 


iary.   Th i  s  fa 
?ars  of  grazin 


the  Taylor  Brazing  Ac! 
it  ion,  App.  3-50  has  ; 


I       Appendixes  3-49,  3-57,  and  3- 
management  system  established  ir 
App.  3-6,  3-9,  and  3-12;  they  if 
management  plan.   We  have  been  4 


Crested  Ulheatgra 
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:ome  an  ACEC. 


poor  judgement  for  the  BLM 


Three  Rivers 


hi wY  A.  Cxwti/Cf 


There   was   no  analysis  of  how  wild  horse   movements  would    be   affected 
when  fencing  and  grazing  systems  are   Implemented  on  riparian  areas 
and    pastures  at   this   time.   Such   Impacts  would   be  analyzed   through  th 
NEPA  process  on  specific   projects  and   appropriate  mitigations  would 
be  applied   to  minimize  detrimental  effects  on  wild  horse  movement. 


43-2 
43-3 


Oregon   97722 


43-7 
43-8 
43-9 


Also,  refer  to  responses  25-2 
Refer  to  response  42-15. 
Refer  to  response  2-6. 


25-3. 


The  alio 
capacity 


:ment  evaluation  is  not  complete  for  the  Kiger  Allotment.  The 
listed  In  DRMP/DEIS,  Appendix  3,  Table  6,  p.  50,  Is  an 
only.  Calculated  capacity  will  be  determined  In  accordance 
methods  outlined  In  Appendix  1,  Table  11,  PRMP/FEIS. 


The  DRMP/DEIS  Incorrectly  listed  the  Smyth  Creek  Allotment;  there  Is 
an  AMP  on  Smyth  Creek  Allotment.  Although  grazing  treatments  are 
outlined  for  Deep  Creek,  Hamilton  Individual  and  West  Sagehen,  they 
never  been  formally  incorporated  into  an  AMP. 


Refer 
Refer 


response  25-1. 
response  2-68. 
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!..iPine  High  School 
P.O.  Box  306 
LaPine,  Oregon  97739 
(503)  536-1783 


District  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
HC-7412533  Hwy  20  West 
Hines,  Oregon  97738 


tion.   Presently, 


surroundings.  The  draft  basically  does  no 
or  explain  how  many  miles  of  road  it  expec 
One  thing  evidently  not  covered  was  the  ef 
wildlife.   Most  forage  allocations  belongs 


44-1 

Refer 

-o 

responses  2-10  and  2-11 

44-2 

Refer 

.o 

response   1-13. 

44-3 

Refer 

o 

response   2-44. 

44-4 

Refer 

o 

response   12-1. 

44-5 

Refer 

o 

responses   12-1  and   12-7 

44-6 

Refer 

o 

response   1-11. 

44-7 

Refer 

° 

response  2-6. 

44-8 

Refer 

o 

response  2-78. 

which  should 


uld  like  to  recommend  (or  demand)  that  BLM  develope 
store  and  maintain  rangeland  in  excellent .  natural  c 


ive  "A",  which 


quality,  riparian  and  aqu 


44-4  ■ 
44-5  I 
44-6  | 
44-7  I 


and  protected.  We  also  ask  that  all  costs  of  co 
roads  and  other  rangeland  projects  be  included  u 
along  with  their  environmental  impacts  and  that 
seeding  proposals  be  eliminated.  We  would  like 
wildlife  winter  range  forage  allocations  be  give 
I  that  Bighorn  Sheep  Habita 


44-8  ■  imPac 


irely  to  the  Bigho 


In 


Date' 
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esponse  1-13. 
esponse  2-44. 
esponse  12-1. 
esponses  12-1 
esponse  1-11. 
esponse  2-10. 
esponse   2-78. 
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Rlt«y.  Ortgon  9T758 


Bttore    any    alterna 


(4-12533  Highway  2»  Wes 


iper  and  woody 


3f  natural 


i  and  Environmenta 
i    comments.   This 
locument.   Their 
:lude  a  full  copy 
;xact  duplication 


rig  techniqu 


„|  The  air  quality  restrictions  are  the  same  for  all  alternatives.   "ore 
°|  alternatives  need  to  be  proposed.   Unless  there  is  valid  scientific 


y^J^ 


Herb  Davis.  President 
Harney  County  Farm  Ber 
Box    115 


The    BHP/EIS    classifl 


supported.       The    report    states    "...these 
Appendix    7-12;    Vol.    II    Appendlcies.       Si 


founded    and    should 


I    IACEC)    will    have    a    dramatic    economical    effect    on    at    least    three 
"    ranchs.       Before    this    change    is    even    considered    and    the    Final    Three 

I    should    be    conducted      as    authorized    by   Executive    Order    12630. 

Livestock    and    wild    horses    have    run    together    successfully    for    years. 

I  proven    necessarv.       The    conditions    for    acquiring    the    private    holds    or 
addressed. 
46-8  I  The    continual    fencing    of    reservoirs    is    in    direct    conflict    with    the    BLH 
I    foraaelutilizationrS%nesrrese.voirs£would1notXbe    there    t'oda1'"!  f  "I t 


Skull  Creek  and   Landing  Creek  have   vegetation  present  which   Is 
dependent  upon  free  water  in  the   soil.   Also,    see  Appendix   1,   Table 
of   the  Proposed  Plan. 


46-2 

Refer 

to 

response 

2-87 

46-3 

Refer 

to 

response 

4-6. 

46-4 

Refer 

to 

response 

4-15 

46-5 

Refer 

to 

response 

2-68 

46-6 

Refer 

to 

response 

2-63 

46-7 

Refer 

to 

response 

32-1 

46-8 

Refer 

to 

response 

2-46 

46-9 

Refer 

to 

response 

4-9  « 

46-10 

Refer 

to 

response 

4-8. 

Since  publication  of   the  DRMP/DEIS,   the  Harney   County  Court  passed  a 
resolution  opposing  all   Federal  land  acquisitions  without  public 
hearings  and   consent   of   the   court.   The   BLM  has,    in  the   past,   and  will 
continue   to  coordinate  and  consult  with  the  county  on  matters 
Involving  land   acquisitions. 

Also,    refer  to  responses  4-14   and   6-10. 
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a.       , 
Jay  Carlson  B.I.K 
HO.   74  123533 
Hines, Oregon  97738 


Deer  Itr.   Carlson, 

As  members  of  Harney  County  Stockgrowjrs/Farm  Bureau/Cattlewomen  end  VFW  - 
our  response  to  the  draft  -  Three  Rivers  Resource  Management  Plan  &  Environ- 
mental Impr.ct  Statement  in  our  opinion  effects  the  whole  county  in  all  walks 

this  paper  work  of  many  hours  and  dollars  for  fireraaterirl.  Support  the  manage- 
ment on  pu  He  lands  that  was  intended  when  the  livestock  Taylor  Grazing  Act  of 
1934/3S    was  put  forth,   WITHOUT  the  adverse  imprct  of  this  draft  KT/EIS  un- 
cermineing  the  livestock  producer  end  BL'/oy  special  interest  groups  of  fioday. 
The  livestock  industry  across  the  west  are  besieged  with  proposing  regula- 
tions unon  rn-gul-tions  sue':  .-s  th's    '-ft,   and  would  effect  a-d  cost  them  their 
livelihoods  -  severly  wounding  the  sma]l  sparcely  populated  communities  -  such 
as  Burns/Hines  and  rural  Harney  County. 

Alternatives  A,B  end  0  vill  result  in  substantial  LOSS  of  base  private  pro- 


rckbone  of  the  nation 

his  nation  of  a  great 


3. 

of  rights  -  was  founded  with  agricultt 
a  vital  part  in  keeping  the  wheel  J<  urr 
remain  a  Free  Nation  Under  God: 

We  'Thank  You'  for  allowing  us  -  the  livestock  grazer  producer  and  protector 
of  public  lands  to  be  a  part  -  Of  The  Public  input  in  this  issue.  We  support  th 
Riddle  Ranch/Western  Range  Service/  Farm    :ureau/Cattl  ewoncn/Stockgrowetfcs  org-n- 


-,'   '*1r..-" 


Harvey  /  Margaret  Dunbar   '">  ~)e,-c(L**J'([  x„t /, 
Frenchglen, Oregon  97736  '.\ 


ludicrouse  -  the  vrildhcrse  h-s  COST  the  taxp-yers  -  instead  of  giveing  FUNDS. 
The  livestock  puts  FD71DS  hack  ISTO  THE  ^iDSRAL  BOT3R!TS<T.  listing  -.he  wild- 
charge  AGAriST  the  BLM  mission  of    'Adopt  a  Horse  Program'  which  h-s  cost  the 
taxpayers  millions  of  dollars  -  and  the  so  called  count  in  this  draft  is  false 
of  the  herd  number  of  wildhorses.   Removeing  livestock  from  streams,    giving 
priority  to  horses  and  wi-ulife  is  -  inconsistent  wi-h  "ederal   Court  decisions, 


:attle/sheep 


2. 

and  abov«  ri:    .  ,  ■  ; nst  Cods  plan  for  el^    ere' 

^ible  also!     Weather  conditions  in  Harney  County  have  a   great  effect  on  the  su 

fece  water  and  rinarian  habitat  conditions  -  the  basis  for  the  majority  of  the 

Iadverce  impacts  to  the  livestock  grazing  is  unfounded  and  unreasonable.  Fence- 
ing  off  water  reservoirs  is  a  conflict  with  the  Bill  objective  to  disperse  live 
stock  away  from  riparian  areas  to  improve  forage  utilization.  Those  uaterhole 
or  reservoirs  would  no*   he  there  -  if  -  it  were  not  for  the  rrnae  improvement 

Hot  only  for  the  livestock,   but  for  the  wildlife  as  well. 

Different  segments  of  the  livestock  industry  is  funding  -  the  cost  of  publi 
land  improvements  thru  the  permits,  fees,  and  which  we  a: so  sh-re  in  the  fedei 
tax  structure  of  this  nation.  Along  with  the  share  of  s'rte  tax  structure  and 
private  property  tax.      The  majority  of  the   'special  interest  groups'   do  not  s> 

and  undermine  the  livestock  industry  and  the  government  agencies.  We  in  the 
livestock  industry  feel  -  we  are  partners  in  respect  of  public  lands;   because 
not  only  PAY  over  and  over,  we  work  to  improve  these  lands  for  the  livestock  , 
the  wildlife  at  OUR  OWN  3ff"3!Ci. 

We  know  the  habits  of  the  wildlife,   fowl  and  wildhorse  -  along  with  knovlei 

IUHD  -  our  experience  and  as  a  majority  -  try  -  to  be  compatiKe  in  not 
with  the  ELC  management,  as  compatible  managers!:::  We  have  the  younger  gene: 
tion  of  all  walks  of  life  to  produce  food  for,  and,  leave  behind  a  'Hope'  fo 
the  tomorrows  of  their  future. 

The  Soviet  Union  economy  and  government  without  their  people  producers  of 
without  priv-te  property  living  on  the  land  -  effected  their  whole  nation  and 
world.  This  SHOULD  tall   us  something.   "Democracy,  constitutional    r 


Refer  to  response   2-46. 
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Mr.  Jay  Carlson  -  RMP/EIS 
Burns  District  Office 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
HC  74-12533  Highway  20  Wes 
Hlnes.  Oregon   97738 


beginning  this 


County  Stockgrower 


comment  further  in  tl 
to  follow.  The  pres. 
booklet  containing  m. 
hensively.  The  cont 
kind  of  mind  game, 
attempt  to  befuddle 
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presentation  should 

supporting  or  Inform 


record   as   supporting   the 
9,    1990   letter  addressed   to 

you 

/EIS  document 
source    Index 
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^second" 

is 

.      All 
*ith   spec! 

flc 

I       Thirdly, 
implications  a 

Cordially, 


l.ouls  John  Borelli 
1580  Wooden  Valley 
Napa.  CA   94558 
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Three  Rivers  Resourc 

Burns  Distric  Office 
Highway  20  West 
Hines,  Oregon  97736 


Dear  Craig  Hanson, 

First  I  wish  to  thank 
us  an  additional  30  days  fo 


Iso  want  to  object  to  your  continued  restrictive 
ions  of  RNA/ACEC-ONA/ACEC  and  the  rest  of  the  ACEC 

il  ACEC's  including  extensions  to  existing  ACEC • s . 


The  presen 

at  Ion  of  per 

lncnt 
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nation 

for  a  compr 
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lich  addresses  over 
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The  design 

of   the  Three 

Draft  was 
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ability   to 

work   through 

a  spec 

without   flipping   back  a 

forth   (whl 

complaint   about   large- 

single 

iments).    It   1 

unfoi 

this   format 

d  1.1 

well   for  you.    This   is  n 

t,   hov 

re  ver, 

aui  ei 

lent  reasor 

to   r 

publish 

the  Draft. 

Should   you   r 

n  using  elt 

the   Final, 

please   conta 

t  the 

Burns 

Dtett 

ct  Office. 

Refer  to  response  2-63. 


Uranium,  and  locatable  or  leasable  minerals  a 
Diatomite,  Zeolite,  Potassium,  Felspar,  Obsid 
Sand  and  Gravel,  Building  Stone,  Recreational 
including  Obsidian,  Thunder  Eggs,  Petrified  V. 


Ho 


No  Wild 


up  public  lands  un 


Roy  Grissom 


Charles  (Chuck)  Chase 
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paragraphs.        If   no 


loss   of   our    baa 
lit.        Therefore, 


espouse  2-63. 


Interior,     Donald    P.     Model) 
The   reallocation    and/o 


.... :   ,™JOt,olJun   and/or  reduction    of      7?7       ^M's   livestock   forage 
in    /7fltjf     <?■./-(*,  <V  A Allotment     will    reduce    the    value    of   our    base 
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rf   Response    to    the    Draft     Three    Rivers    Resource 
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J^UC ,  <L  /LtnO*~-    9  773/ 


The  DRMP/DEIS  Preferred  Alternative  Identified  an  Initial  livestock 
reduction  of  11  percent.  Reductions  would  be  Implemented  only  after 
the  allotment  monitoring  and  evaluation  process  has  been  completed. 
See  PRMP/FEIS,  Appendix   1,   Table  11   for  methodology. 


1"(UW^<I(  &**fU   UCUU.KJ    O^^Hr  "***  ^   °^ 


Appendix  11-74 


;;H 


52 


Northwest  Mining  Association 


52-1  We  agree  with  the  adage  "absence  of  evidence  la  not  evidence  of 

absence."  FLPKA  and  acts  such  as  the  Endangered  Species  Act  of  1973, 
as  amended,    require  administrative    restrictions  on  mineral 
exploration  and  development.   Under  Alternative  C,   mineral    reaource 
development    Is  administratively  restricted  or  prohibited  on  less  than 
4   percent  of  the  lands    In  the  planning  area. 


Includes  16,656 
proposed  for  a  n 
DRMP/DEIS  Chapte 


y   under  withdrawal  and   400  acres 
The   2,750  acres   quoted    In  the 

total  acreage   for  all   new  withdrawals. 

n  this   figure  as   It  should   be   2,715 
the   proposed  withdrawals  can  be   found 


:k-  ROGUE  VALLEY    , 
AUDUBON  SOCIETY!^ 


Manager,   BLM  Burns  District 

Obviously,  much  fine  effort  has  been  expended  in  preparing  your  drafts 

the  Rogue  Valley  Audubon  Chapter  feel  certain,  changes   should  be  made   in  your   plan 

society  is  to  preserve  this  land  in  good  condition  for  future  generations. 


Restoring  and  preserving  rangeland,  wa 
itats  in  excellent  condition  should  be 
alternative  A  should  be  preferred  to  C 
take  place  while  plans  are  made  for  fu 
cattle  numbers  in  many  areas,  but  that 


quality,  forests,  am 
r  goal  in  managing  th 

that  as  much  natural 
er  needed  improvement 

the   price  we  pay  for 


riparian  and  aquatic  hab- 
public  lands.  Tr-refore, 
recovery  as  possible  can 

past  negligence. 

of  exogenous   species   such 


53-1 

Refer  to  response  1-11. 

53-2 

Refer  to  response  2-6. 

53-3 

Refer  to  response  12-1. 

53-4 

Refer  to  responses  12-1 

53-5 

Refer  to  response  3-6. 

The   public    lands   are   not    important   cattle  raising  areas  in  the  US,    but  they  are   important 
for  the   preservation  of  our  dwindling  wildlife.     Therefore,   top  priority  should  be  given 
to  wildlife  in  forage  allocation,   e.g.   in  bighorn  sheep's  natural  range  and  in  winter 
range  for  all  wildlife. 


disappearing  supply  of  natural  waterways  and  their   accompanying  native 


al  species,  we  belie 
r  Wild  and  Scenic  status 
the  Kalheur  River,   and  Middle  Fork  of 


entire  length  < 
Bluebucket  Creel 
m?  Malheur  River 


Sincerely, 
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54 


r 


I  with  the  preachings  of  radical  env i ronmental i s.  and  do  nc 
the  mainstream  of  society.   In  a  recent  study  conducted  t 


Seventy  percent  of 


Nearly  eighty  percent  say  that 


The  Janu 
Plan  and  Envi 


This  response  is  our  endc 
Their  response  has  been  submit 
copy  of  the  text  only  for  the 
duplication  of  the  Riddle  Ranc 


rfilber  Brothers,  Wright  Wilber  and  Patrick  W 1 1  be 
"Draft  Three  Rivers  Resource  Management  Plan  and 
Statement"  dated  October  1989. 


Je  reject  the  proposed  "P 
iition  of  Permanent  Acces 
Lfied  ih  Appendix  4-2  con 


...,!.■,   ,., 


f<uL^ 


U^u^j 


VILBER  BROTHERS 

;c:  Mark  0.  Hatfield 
Bob  Packwood 
Robert  F.  Smith 


IvWkl'  K    J.     WILBER 


Appendix    3-87.        In 


allotment,  it  is  virtually 
increased  simultaneously  wi 


I  adjustment  is  provided.   With  the  proposed  allocation  plan,  wildlife 
populations  will  increase  dramatically,  further  encroaching  on 
private  lands  and  likely  requiring  supplemental  feed  programs  on  a 

I  in  Appendix  3-87  giving  priority  to  wild  horses,  in  as  much  as  the 
natural  characteristics  of  the  allotment  are  unsatisfactory  for  the 
present  allocation  of  AUM ' s .   Allotment  5532  is  a  "high  mountain" 


Lly  kill  off  the  fragile  young  g 


llotment  5532  and  assert  that  the  proposal  will 
tantial  negative  impact  on  the  ability  of  the  pr 


nee  of  1,359  AUM ' s  (643 
makeup  the  economic  uni 


jgh  Farm  Cre 

roposed  for  Allotment  553 


54-1     Refer  to  response  4-14. 

54-2  Because  the  elk  populations  have  increased,  forage  must  be  allocated 
to  them  to  prevent  over  use  of  forage.  The  horse  allocation  has  not 
changed.  Refer  also  to  response  2-6. 


54^4     Refer  to  response  2-6 

54-5     The  carrying  capacity 
methodology  shown 
2-61  relative  to 

54-6  The  Agricultural  Cred 
providing  credit  assi; 
credit  supply  system  i 

management  of  public  ! 


grazing  level; 


for  Allotment  No.  5532  was  calculated  using  t 
ppendix  1,  Table  11.  Also,  reference  response 
economic  impacts  of  the  proposed  action. 

t  Act  of  1987  is  limited  in  its  intent  "to 
tance  to  farmers  by  strengthening  the  farm 
nd  facilitating  the  establishment  of  secondar 

ands.  Potential  reductions  in  authorized 


long-term  basis 


prescriptions  confc 


based  on  sustained  yield  capacity  or 
Drized  under  the  FLPMA,  would  not  contradict 
\ct.  Both  public  and  private  suppliers  of 
are  that  Federal  livestock  grazing  permit  an 
zX.   to  adjustment  and  should  not  be  used  as  a 

have  been  developed  with  full  public 

sections  are  documented,  where  appropriate, 

Is  for  the  prescribed  actions.  The  managemen 

regulation  and  policy. 


System  permit  r.  i  ng 


ive  rates  is  essentially  eliminated.  The  proposals 
the  Three  Rivers  Resource  Management  Plan  are  in  d 
h  the  intent  of  the  "Agricultural  Credit  Act  of  198 
rtment  of  Interior  at  odds  with  the  Congress  and  th 
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Bureau  of  Land  Man.i>',em 
HC  74-12533  Highway  20 
llln.s  Oregon 


Carlson: 
Doversplke  ,  Preident  of 


M.-i.l  II  led. 


agreeing  with  Hr.  Dover 
numbers  In  Harney  Count 
to  the  County  at  large. 


-&I%1\ 


M\< 


VV*l?reX>el  Clemens 
56     V^^rcW^K^ 
w^   s.1  .    in  o 

<w\\wV.   ^W«  Y%"\re'RS T^sc^c-ce  YV^s 


e5?m  »< 


56-1  Refer   to  response  2-61  and  2-62. 
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Drewsey,    Oregon 
January  24,    1990 

57-1  Refer  to  response  2-63. 


Burns   District    Office 
Bureau  of    Land  Managemei 
HC   74    12533  Highway  20  I 
Hines,   OR  97738 

Dear  Mr.   Carlsoni 


In  reference   to  the  October    1999   BLM  Draft    Three   Rivers   RMP/EIS,   we  wish 
substantial   loss  of  base  property  value  to  ranches.     The  Proposed   BLM 

I    i?ed    by  Executive  Order    12630. 


It   is  alarming  for  us 

to  observe  what   is 

happening  on  o 

ur    federal    lands 

on  and    in  t 

e  family 

all   of 

our    land^pr 

and  federal.     This   land   is 

as    vital  to  our  operat 

ion  as 

our  deeded 

and. 

Surely  t 

he    federal    lands 

ay   tha 

he   histor 

longer  feasible 

ncher  off 

the   land  and    in- 

happened   in  other 

ries  and 

today  their  peop 

are   h  ngry.      They  no 

lave   f,rmers 

the    land.      The 

United  States    Is   the   food    ba 

ket    of   the 

all  aware  of  the 

starving  people  arounc 

us.     We  must   find 

a   way 

we  can  « 

ork  together 

The   letters    from  the   Harney  County   CattleWomen,    Stockgrowers ,    Farm  Bureau, 
Sheep  and  Woolerowers   and    the  January   17,    1990  Riddle  Ranch  and  Western 
Range   Service   Comments   and   Response   to  the  draft   Three   River's   Resource 


rewsey,   OR   97904 


58 


58-1     Refer  to  response  2-63. 


Bureau  of  Land  Management 
HC  74  12533  Highway  20  West 
Hines,  OR  97738 
Dear  Mr.  Carlson: 

Alternatives  A,  B  and  C  will  result  in  a  substantial  loss  of  our 
base  property  value.  The  proposed  BLM  actions  may  result  in  a  substan- 
tial loss  of  our  base  property  value.   The  propped  BLM  actions  may  result 
in  reducing  the  size  of  our  operation  so  that  it  is  no  longer  an  economic- 
al unit.  Therefore,  we  request  that  if  Alternatives  A,  B  or  C  are  con- 
sidered, that  prior  to  issuing  the  Final  Three  Rivers  Resourse  Management 
Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  a  'Takings  Implication  Assess- 
ment* be  completed  as  authorized  by  Executive  Order  12630. 

The  letters  from  the  Harney  County  Catt leWomen,  Stockgrowers ,  Farm 
Bureau,  Sheep  and  Woolgrowers  and  the  January  17,  1990  Riddle  Ranch  and 
Western  Range  Service  Comments  and  Response  to  the  Draft  Three  Rivers  Re- 
Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement  are  consistant 


This  response  is  our  endorsement  of  such 


i  Crazing  Coop 


^JUv*tu>£*  %h+^laJ<^ 
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Burns  District  O 
Bureau  of  Land  M 
HC    74      12533  Hlg 

Mines,     OR   97738 


59 


Dear    ffr.     Carlson  t 


paragraph. 


issuing  the  Final  Three  Rivers  Resource 
Impact  Statement,  a  'Takings  Implicatioi 
authorized  by  Executive  Order  12630  (see  the 
to  mil  Assistant  Secretaries  end  Bureau  Dire, 
Interior,     Donald  P.     Model). 


cal    unit.        Therefore, 

Plan    and  Environmenta 

vember   8,     1988   Memorandum 
rs   from   Secretary   of 


The   reallocation    an 

m  tile,  sr  fok<ten  Tirr* 


tion    of 


pproxlm 


/rW 


AUM's    livestock   forage 


The  letters  from  the  Harney  County  CattleWomen,  Stockgr overs.  Farm  Bur 
Sheep  £  Woolgrovers  end  the  January  17,  1990  Riddle  Ranch  and  Western 
Range  Service  Comments  and  Response  to  the  Draft  Three  Rivers  Resource 
Management    Plan    and  Environmental    Impact    Statement    , 


This   response 
Their 

full    copy  of   text    only  for    the  r 
duplication    of    the   Riddle   Ranch 


enclosed    herein 


{.    J*<j£n ,/±S<^~? 


60 


Refer 

to  re  s  pone 

e   13-1,   which  note! 

Bureai 

j's  r< 

^commendations   for   wildei 

will 

slgnated  wildernesE 

lendat 

lions. 

Including  those   ot 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
HC  74  -  12533  HOT  20  West 
Hines,    Oregon  97738 


Sheep   &   Woolgrover 


Stockgrowers ,    Farm  Sure 
Ranch   and  Western  Range 


My   expre 
including    tou 


3f  the  Burns  Di 


I 


result  of  being  a  permittee  of  BLM 
advisory  board  for  over  12  years, 
of  being  a  member  of  that  board. 

regarding  the  many  W.S.A's.   I 


ics  management  program.   Any  ar 
of  improvement  over  the  past  24 


Malheur  Wildl 


n^ 
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January    17.     1990 


Jay   Carlson 
Burns   District    Office 
Bureau    of   Land   Management 
HC    74      12533   Hlghoay   20    West 
Mines.     OR    97738 
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ffr.     Carlson: 


second   paragraph. 


if 


pric 


g    the   Final     Three   Rivera   Resource    Management    Plan    and   Environme 

by   Executive   Order    12630    (see    the   November    8,     1988   Memoran 
all    Assistant    Secretaries    and   Bureau    Directors   from   Secretary   of 
erior,     Donald  P.     Model). 


The 


property   by   approximately 


economic   loss   in    the   requested    'Takings    Implication 


The   letters   from    the   Harney   County   Catt\leWomenf     Stockgrowers,     Farm   Bursa 
Sheep   &    Woolgrowers    and    the   January    17,     1990   Riddle    Ranch    and    Western 
Range   Service   Comments    and  Response    to  /the   Draft    Three   Rivers   Resource 
Management    Plan    and  Environmental    Impact    Statement    i 


This  response  Is  our  endorsement  of 
Their  response  has  been  submi 
full  copy  of  text  only  for  the  reason  th 
duplication    of    the    Riddle   Ranch    document 


and   Riddle   Ranch 


enclosed   herein 


9  7Z£  / 


End  osure :       Suppl  e 
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response  12-1. 


District  Offi 


RIVERS  EIS/RMP 


h  I  ■ , 


Burns  district  and  I  am  very  disturbed  to  see  the  alternative 
written  by  the  ranchers  as  the  recommended  alternative.  Wel- 
fare cattle  ranching  has  caused  serious  deterioration  througho 
the  area.  So  has  poor  forestry  practices  such  as  logging  of 
ever  smaller  trees,  virtual  clear-cutting  and  the  abysmal  fail 
ure  to  protect  old-growth. 

In  the  short  term  BLM,  to  fulfill  its  responsibilities  under 
the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  (PL  94-979)  ,  the 
Public  Rangeland  Improvement  Act  (PL  95-514),  should  adopt  Al- 
ternative A.  This  would  preven'  " 
desert  and  forest  by  logging  a 
plan  is  developed  to  restore  r 
tion. 


further  destruct 


Df  the 


s  the  responsibility  of  the  BLM 
to  pander  to  local  interests.  Tl 
ne  protection  of  the  biosphere, 
fragile.  Economic  interests  sh< 
nt  that  they  do  not  degrade  the 
substantially  degraded  both 
ay  County 


63-4 
63   5 


sponses   i-i J,    li-iu 
sponae  1-13. 
sponse   2-6  and  2-78 
sponse  3-6. 


to   contin 


sf    BLM' 

is   a    frequen 


unding   desert    I    am 
ruction   and   garbage 


way  the  USFS  a 
and  logging — fr 
degradation  of 


3   A  as   the   pr 
Lth   the   USFS 


63-5  I 
63-6  I 


3)  Protect 


lty  by  protecting 


subsidies  for  cattle  ranching,  including  wells,  roads 
fencing.  These  are  inappropriate  tax-payer  supports  f 
production  of  a  dubious  product  with  significant  heal 


5)  Develop  a  plan  for 


ing  the  rangeland 


6)  Provide  priority  for  the  welfare  ofindigenous  species  over 
cattle,  meaning  adequate  lands  designated  for  habitat  prote 
tion  for  big  horn  sheep  and  other  large  mammals,  including 
priority  in  winter  forage  allocations. 


of  the  Malheur 
look  forward  to 


lusion  as  Wild  and  Scenic  R 
th  Fork  and  Middle  Fork  of 
and  Bluebucket  Creek  (entir 


Very  Truly  Yours, 


^ 


Portland,  OR 


Senator  Mark  Hatfield 
Senator  Bob  Packwood 
Representative  Ron  Wyden 
Representative  Les  AuCoi 
Representative  Peter  DeF 
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Jay   Carlson 

Burns  District  Office 

Buroeu    of  Land  Management 

HC  74  -    12533  Bwy  20  West 

Hines,    Or  977S8  REVIEW 

BLH  DRAFT 


nic    impacts)   and   2-63   (TIAs). 


Implements 


ould  have  a  negative  effeot 
County,  drastically  reducing 
cities   and   oreeting  a   ripple 


bsse  property  veluea,  cutting  carrying 
effect  that  oould  be  fetal  to  the  econ 
could    jeop.rdlte   the   very  eurvivel    of  Harney    County.      Beforeconsidoring 

Thrse  Rivers    Resource   Management   Plan   and    Environmental    Imcect    Statement, 
a     Takings    Implication   Aasossment"   be    completed   as    authorited    by  Execu- 
tive Order   126S0    (see   November  6.    1986   Memorandum  to  all    Assistant  Secre- 
taries  and    Bureeu   Directora   from  Secretary  of  Interior,    Donald  P.    Hodel . ) 


17,    1990  Riddle 

This    lett 


Harney  County. 

Sincerely, 

Mike  and  Betty  Morgan 
St»r  Rt.  2j  13685  Hwy  20 
Burns.  Or  97720 


lotment  7013  (Zoglm 


J.nu. 

y  26,    1990 
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Jay   C 

rlson  -    RMP/EIS 

\j\j 

District   Office 

Bureau   of  Land  Management 

Re;  Allot 

ment   7013    (Zoglmann) 

HC  74 

-   12633  Hwy  20  West 

REVIEW   COMMENTS    F< 

Bines 

Or  97738 

BUI  DRAFT 

THREE  RIVERS   RVP/EIS 

Doer  Mr.    Cerleonr 

It   state!    in  Volume   II-Appondi 

1.1 

thet  no  forage 

as   been  allocated  for  elk 

uee  ar 

d  management   objective    it 

to 

allocate  forage 

to  meet  elk   forage  demands 

If  tw 

lve  heed  of  elk  were  seer 

on 

this   allotment. 

it  had  to  be   an  Isolated 

incident.     We  have  epent  count 

ars    in  this    area,    and  it 

hes   been   our  observation  thet 

ligratory  path   between   Snow 

irlmann,    including  the    1600 

deede 

('other')   acres  within  1 

llotment.      Before   thet  we  assisted   Mr. 

Zoglmanr.  with  his    cattle,    f.nc 

ma 

ntenence,    etc. 

In   a] 

the  ye.rs  we  have  had  tl 

e  Zoglmann  property 

we  have  worked   continuous- 

ly   to 

improve  our  own  land  wit 

sh   tnd    timber  t 

water 

development,    etc.      At   the    sa 

ardahip  with  the   federal   property. 

Forage  has  bee 

increased    significantly. 

By   co 

treat,    the  Bureeu   of  Len 

Management  has  don 

ONE  project  I     About  twenty 

ago  they  did   aome  tree  t 

ng  and   it  was    a 

sub-standard    Job!     The 

slash 

The    stumpB    were   much   hi 

than  the   six  inches   maximum  mandated   by 

fores 

not   nearly  as  much  thinning  wa 

do 

le   as   should  have  been. 

ber  on  the  public-owned  acres  on  this  allotment  la  badly  in  need  of 
an,  and  pine  beetles  are  becoming  increasingly  evident.   Even  though 
thinned  and  done  some  logging  in  our  timber  in  efforts  to  stop  the 
,  our  efforts  are  being  undermined  by  lack  of  attention  to  the  BUI 
adjoining  outb.   We  contacted  BLUE  forest  pereonel  in  Prineville  about 
eerns  and  were  told  they  would  look  into  it  and  get  back  to  us,  but 


been  under  direct  supervision  of  tne  Oregon  State  Depertm 

Other  than  thinning,  the  BLM  has  done  absolutely  nothing 
merit,  nor  bave  they  shared  any  of  the  costs  of  work  thst 
fencing,  water  development,  seeding,  etc.  has  been  done  a 


Forestry. 


The  area  cited  has  been  thinned  in  the  past.  In  response  to  th 
comment,  BLM  personnel  have  conducted  a  site  examination  of  th 
and  have  included  the  timber  in  the  RA  sale  plan.  See  PRMP/FF 


sly   oppo 


cuts    in  our   AUH's   to  provide   forage    for 
s.      Good   stewardship  is    responsible   for  t 


Mike  and 


Mike  add  Betty  Morgan 
Star  Rt.  2 j  13683  Hwy  20 
Burns,  Or  97720 
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Refer   to   reaponae8   13-1  and   60-1. 

There   will   be   no  relocation  of   existing  authorized    rights-of-way 
under  the  Proposed   Plan.   Only   occasionally  would   proposed   projects  be 
relocated  or   rerouted  due   to  the  designation  of  special  management 
areas.   As  stated   in  Chapter  4-66,   DRMP/DEIS,   conflicts   from  the 
designation  of   special  management  areas  on  right-of-way  development 
Is  expected   to  be   limited  for  several   reasons.    First,   most  of   the 
areas  proposed  for  special  designations  are   in  Isolated  areas  where 
right-of-way  demand   is  low.   Second,   most  of   the  areas   proposed   for 
special  designations  would   be  considered  avoidance  areas  where 
necessary  right-of-way   projects.    If   compatible  with  the   purpoaes  of 
the  designation,   could   proceed  with   some   restrictions   but  short  of 
complete   relocation.    Third,    a  potential   right-of-way  applicant  would 
know  early   In  the   project   planning  process,   what  areas   to  avoid   so 
that   the  economic    impact  of  an  unexpected  reroute  could   be   reduced  or 


lanu 

ry 

29 

,   1990 

Jay  C 

Bu'rea 
HC  7<* 
Hines 

arlfeon 

District   Office 
J  of   Land   Manasteme 

12555  Highway  20 
Ore son  97758 

West 

Dear 

llr.    Carlson: 

I  do 
Allot 

lot  agree  with 
nent   ff  7060. 

the 

Three 

Rive 

rs 

Re 

source 

67 


It    states   their  are   751   public    acres   in   this    allotment   and   says  nothin 
of   the    approximately   1902   acres  of  private   lands  that  this  751   acres 
are   included  within  the    perimeter   of   these   fenced   private    lands.      This 
allot   if  7060   should  be   designated   FPR  due   to   the    fact   that    public 
lands   are    scattered   throughout.      Their  are    approximately   5   times   the 
amount   of   private    lands   to   the   public    lands   in   this   allotment  if  7060. 
I   request   a   permanent    right   to    the   use    of   these    public   lands   fenced 
within   this   allotment   if  7060.      These   public    lands   are   accessible 
mostly  by  crossing   private    lands   or   the    use   of   aircraft. 


There  are   numerous   fences   in  the  vicinity  of   the   public   lands 
considered  Allotment  No.   7060.   This  allotment   Is  considered  custodial 
due  to   the   large  amounts  of   private   land   intermingled  with  scattered 
public   land.    (Custodial  means   there   Is  minimal  management  activity.) 


67-2  By  regulation  (43  CFR  4130.2c) 

grazing  rights  to  public  lands 
be  renewed.  The  lands  in  No.  7 
nonrenewable   basis. 


the  Bureau  does  no 
but  rather  10-year 
50  are   leased  on  an 


notice  you  received  is 
of  unauthorized   lives 


notice  sent  annually  to  all 
notify  permittees  of   the 
;k  use  and   also   to  define   the 


Their  is 
any  deei 
lands  at 

In  table 
This  is 
work  out 


water  for  deer  only  from  private  sources.  I've  not 
the  winter  time   on  these  public   lands.      Only  on  priv 

appendix  5-5  its  states  that  investor  not  willing  to 
as.  I  would  like  to  purchase  part  of  these  public  ac 
agreement    that   is   satisfactory   to   all. 


have   been  issued   a   permit    for  6  head   of   cattle   in   the 
amount  of  58  to  1*  ADM  on  a  Fenced  Federal  Range  basis.      I  have   spent 
money  and  time   to  be   in  compliance  with  this  Fencea   Federal   Range  basis. 


On  January  27,  1990  I  received  a  notice  froi 
impound  livestock  if  founa  on  public  lands  l 
allotment  If  7060.  In  the  years  past  I  have 
letter  with  a  return  receiot  from  BLM  offic, 
I've  not  received  any  warning  from  BLH  offi< 
I  had   animals    trespass   upon   public    lanas. 


BLM  office  intending  to 
hat  are  within  this  stated 
not   received  a   certified 


:dl 


Respectively/^ 
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Jay    Carlson 
Burns    District    C 
Bureau    of   Land   fi 
HC    74       12533   Hlg 
Nines.     OR    9773B 


68 


Dear    Mr.     Carlson 


Final  Three  Rivers  Peso 
?ment,  a  'Takings  Impl 
ithorized  by  Executive  Order  12630 
>  all  Assistant  Secretaries  and  Bui 
P.     Model  ) . 


from  Secret 


The  letters  from  the  Harr 
Sheep  &  Woolgrovers  and  t 
Range  Service  Comments  at 
Management    Plan    and   Envii 


County   CattleWomen,     Stockgrovers,     Farm    Bureau 
January    17,     1990   Riddle   Ranch    and    Western 
Response    to    the   Draft    Three    Rivers   Resource 
mental    Impact    Statement    are    consistent    with    ou 


This   response   is   t 

Their  response  has  be 
full  copy  of  text  only  for  the  r 
duplication    of    the    Riddle    Ranch 


Riddle   Ranch 


ipal    response. 


Ci  t  y 


y       I  '  /State  Zip   Code 


Enclo 


Bureau  of  Land  Management 
HC-7412533  Hwy  20  Wesl 
Hines.  OR  97738 


Dear  District  Manager 


69 


69-1 
69-2 


stakTrii-rii  if  IS)  tin  management  of  t 


(he  .Irati  v. 

is  also  included     The  purpose  of 

tlir.    letter 

is  to  request  1)  a 

the 

full  docum 

nt;  and  2)  j 

vide  my 

Two  weeks  from  date  of 

be  adequate 

If  you  cannot  honor  my  reque 

official  cort 

ments- 

The  summary  indicated 

that  the  Bureau  is  proposing  to 

continue  destruc 

S  mostlv  in  "fair"  to 

poor"  conditiun       1  he  intern  til    the 

Taylor  Gra 

ing  Act  wa 

to  improve  range  that  had  bee 

destroyed  by  a 

of  severe  overgrazing  and  drought.    What  h; 

mplished  in  the 

rf.x     f.v 

■         U'PlltlTh' 

When  is  the  him  g 

oing  to  quit  serving  as  pawns  of  the 

livestock  in 

lustry  and  s 

art  carrying  out  its 

eponsibilit 

es  in  a  professional  mann 

I    According  to  the  information  I  receive,!,  you  propose  allotting  97%  of  the  forage  to 
cattle  and  only  3%  to  wildlife.    What  economic  justification  do  you  have  for  this  split? 
What  is  the  total  cost  to  U.S.  taxpayers  of  your  grazing  program?    What  potential 
revenues  would  be  available  if  the  land  were  managed  for  wildlife?    In  New  Mexico, 
j  (Sykes  Act)  for  three  years.    The 
a  covered  by  the  pilot  program,  six 
ts  as  was  collected  in  grazing  fees. 


76,9 


■  om  . i ■  1  •  ■  r .i r  1 . . n 


Jim  Fish,  Foui 
Public  Lands  , 


o-zJL 
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Jay  Eric  Jones 
U310  Hapleton  Drive 
./est  Linn,  OR    97O60 
January  27,  1990 


Bureau  of  Land  Management 
HC  7U-12533  Hwy  20  West 
Hines,    OH     97738 


am  responding 


70-1 

Refer 

to   response  1-13. 

70-2 

Refer 

to   responses  1-13,   2-10,   2-11 

70-3 

Refer 

to  responses  2-6,   2-12  and  2-7 

70-4 

Refer 

to  response   12-1. 

70-5 

Refer 

to  response  2-44. 

70-6 

See  A 

ppendix  1,   Table  13.   Also,    refe 

70-7 

Refer 

to   response   3-6. 

70-8 

Refer 
to  pr 

to  response   15-16,   which  note 
ovide  protection  of   special  oa 

As  deve loped, 
provides  the  i 
region. 

The  following  are  specific  comments  for  your  consideration: 

—  I  notice  that  the  Preferred  Alternative  C   (Table  U.6)  does 
not  address  rangeland  returning  to  an  excellent  condition. 
It  is  my  contention  that  an  alternative  that  would  return 
at  least  a  part  of  the  planning  area  to"excellent"needs 
consideration.     Grazing,   under  law,  must  be  currently 
allowed,   but  a  majority  of  the  land  need  not  be  grazed. 
Also,   reduction  or  elimination  of  current  grazing  is 
appropria 


ACEC  designation  of  pu 
ural  features,  as  well 
3.16  of  Volume  I  and  Table  1,  Appendix  7  of  the  DRMP/DEIS. 
table  gives  an  assessment  of  the  relevance  and  importance  a 
features  within  potential  or  existing  ACECs  and  the  recomme 
of  the  interdisciplinary  team.  Hatt  Butte,  Squaw  Lake  and  S 
Butte  do  not  meet  ACEC  criteria.  Also,  refer  to  responses  1 
15-16    CACECs),   2-68   (Kiger  Mtn.)   15-36   (Obsidian  Cultural). 


70-3  | 

70-4   I 


wildlife  ha 

Old-growth 


pnc 


onments  must  be  improved  to  the 
Grazing  should  be  reduced  or 
to  achieve  this  goal. 

roads  that  benefit  primarily 
incurred  in  full  (or  nearly  so) 
by  those  users.  The  costs  of  rangeland  improvements  that 
are  designed  to  maintain  or  increase  cattle  grazing  (those 
not  strictly  for  environment  improvements)  should  be  paid 
in  full  (or  nearly  so)  by  those  users.  Public  subsidizing 
of  private  for-profit  users  must  be  eventually  eliminated. 
Reductions,   therefore,   are  appropriate. 


should  ' 


Page  2 

Draft  Three  Rivers  RHP  , 
Jay  Eric  Jones  comments 


pla 


ACECs  protection  should  be  continued  and,  where  appropriate, 
tightened.      Potential  ACECs   should  immediately  be  made  ACECs. 
Some  examples  include  Hatt  Butte  for  its  ungrazed  ponds  atop 
the  butte,   Obsidian  Cultural  for  its  rare  obsidian  values, 
Saddle  Butte  for  its  threatened  grasses,   Squaw  Lake  for  its 
location  in  the  Steens  area  and  use  by  wild  horses,   and 
Kiger  Mustang  Wild  Horse  for  these  unique  herds. 


draft  and  advise  m 
Thank  you  for  your 


consideration. 


fy  6*  j« 
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71-1     Refer  to  responses  12-1  (ancient  forests  and  logging  road 

construction),  and  1-13,  2-6  and  2-10  (forage  allocations). 

71-2     Refer  to  response  3-6. 


District  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
HC-7412533,  Hwy  20  West 
Hines,  OR    97738 

Dear  District  Manager, 


esource   Management    Plan    for    the    northern    h 
ict    of    the    BLM    is    pure   ecological   destruct 
angeland,    riparian  and   aquatic   habitats   ar 
ir    to   poor   condition,    but    all    alternatives 
native  C)   will   further   the  demise.      Altern 

ilf    of   Burns 
on.    Most    of 

expensive   to  taxpayers. 

lternatives   do   not    address    protection   of    remaining    fores 
,    logging    roads    expected    to   construct,    and    bighorn    sheep 
at   protection.      Also,    there   is  an   imbalance  of   forage 
ation--only    3%    to  deer    and   elk   and    97%    to   cattle. 

Returning  all  lands  and  water  quality  to  excellent  condition 
should  be  the  goal.  The  only  alternative  that  comes  close  to 
this  is  alternative  A,  but  even  this  alternative  does  not  al- 
low for  full  land  and  stream  recovery.  Wild  and  Scenic  River 
designation  should  be  made  for  the  South  Fork  and  Middle  Fork 
Malheur  Rivers,  Bluebucket  Creek,  and  Silvies  River  to  ensure 
that  water  quality  is  maintained. 


Lois  Read 

Lake  Oswego,  OR   97035 


72 


District  rianager 
Bureau  of  Land  Mai 
HC-7412533  Hw  20 
Hines,  OR  97738 


72-7  I  deterior=ti 


Craig  l/iller 


OR   97708 


72-1 

Refer 

o  response  1-13. 

72-2 

Refer 

o  responses  6-4 

72-3 

Refer 

o  response  12-1. 

72-4 

Refer 

o  response   12-1. 

72-5 

Refer 

o  response  2-78. 

72-6 

Refer 

o  response   12-7. 

72-7 

Refer 

o  response  1-11. 
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a 


73 
Oregon  Trout 

P.O.  Box  19540  ■  Portland.  Oregon  •  97219  •  (503)  246-7870 

District  Manager  'fu,A,0 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
HC-741S533  Hwy  20  West 
Hlnes,  OR  97738 

Dear  District  Manager, 

These  are  comments  to  the  draft  EIS  and  Three  Rivers  Management  Plan. 

your  management  of  the  riparian 


there    will 


73-2 

73-3 


environmental  consequences  of   the  Proposed  Plan  concludes  that 
matlc   Improvement  of   riparian  will   result   from  lmplei 
Proposed  Plan.   Also,   see   response   13-7. 


planning  process  and   Interagency  coordination  with  0: 
ions  were   identified   for  Improvement  of  chukar 
habitat  and   none   of   the   proposed  sctlons  were  determined   to  hav 
detrimental  effect  on  chukar. 


change.    we    of    course    feel    that    all    ripari 

an    "excellent"    level.    The    benefits    would    be    numerous,    not    the    least    of 

which    are    better    fisheries,    more   wildlife   and    improved    water    quantity 


and  Scenic  River"  designations  are  deserving  of  the 
Drk  of  the  Malheur  River  and  all  of  Bluebucket  Creek 
If    they    do    not    qualify    as    per    yOL 


73-31 
73-4  | 
73-5  | 


ft    specific    plan    should    accompany    the    management    of    Bighorn   Sheep. 
Respectfully    submitted 

Central    Oregon    Director 
57    Pinecrest    Ct . 
Bend,     OR    S7701 


25Januory,  1990 

District  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
HC-7412533Hwy20West 
Hines,  OR  97738 


74 


Refer 
Refer 


response   1- 


-11  and  1-13. 


Sir 


I  have  read  with  interest  the  draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for 
the  northern  half  of  the  Burns  District    I  was  concerned  to  learn  that 
Alternative  C  was  the  Bureau's  'preferred'  alternative    In  my  opinion,  this 
alternative  leans  much  too  dramatically  in  favor  of  cattle  interests  at  the 
expense  of  all  other  issues.  Deer  and  elk  receive  only  token  forage 
allocation  with  the  vast  majority  being  reserved  for  cattle    Wildlife 
winter  range  forage  allocations  should  take  priority  over  livestock 
allocations    In  addition,  virtually  no  consideration  is  given  to  bighorn 
sheep  habitat  protection 


t). 

Is  not  designed   to  address  the   impacts  of  logging  on  a 
regional  nor  a  site-specific   basis.   Site-specific  environmental 
effects  are  fully  evaluated   in  the  environmental  analysis   process  as 
required   by   the  NEPA  of  1969,   Public  Law  91-190.   Also,   refer   to 
Chapter   3  and  Chapter  4  of   the  PRMP/PEIS  for  a  discussion  of  i 


Regarding  ancient 


>e,-.. 


response   12- 


Because  so  much  of  the  range  is  in  only  "fair"  to  "poor"  condition,  I  believe 
it  should  be  a  priority  to  return  the  range  to  "excellent"  condition    At  the 
very  least,  BLM  should  adopt  Alternative  "A",  even  though  this  alternative 
would  allow  only  a  token  amount  of  recovery    This  alternative  should  be 
viewed  only  as  a  temporary  stopgap  while  BLM  develops  another 
alternative  to  restore  and  maintain  rangeland  to  "excellent",  natural 
condition 


™|5 


o  that  end.  cattle-grazing  and  crested  wheatgrass  seedings  should  be 
iminated    In  addition  the  plan  should  commit  the  Bureau  to  keep  riparian 
and  aquatic  habitat  in  "excellent"  condition    That  should  include 
designation  of  the  South  and  Middle  Fork  Malheur  Rivers,  Bluebucket  Creek, 
and  the  Silvies  River  as  "Wild  and  Scenic"  rivers. 


I  Certainly  all  of  this  would  require  careful  discussion  of  restoration 
efforts,  which  none  of  your  current  alternatives  address  In  addition, 
nowhere  in  your  proposals  do  you  even  attempt  to  identify  remaining 
ancient  forests  nor  how  logging  might  impact  the  region    I  believe  we 

|  need  to  reasses  priorities  for  this  area.  The  proposed  Alternative  C  is  o 
disaster  for  the  land  and  for  the  naturally  occurring  wildlife  I  hope  my 
comments  will  encourage  you  to  rethink  your  draft  EIS 

Sincerely, 

Karen  L  Theodore 
20941  Desert  Woods  Dr 
Bend,  Oregon  97702 
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District  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
HC-74 12533  Hwy  20  West 
Hines,  OR  97738 


75 


I  have  read  with  interest  the  draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for 
the  northern  half  of  the  Burns  District    I  was  troubled  to  learn  that 
Alternative  C  was  the  Bureau's  "preferred"  alternative    In  my  opinion,  this 
alternative  leans  much  too  dramatically  in  favor  of  cattle  interests  at  the 
disastrous  expense  of  all  other  issues.   Virtually  no  consideration  is  given 
to  bighorn  sheep  habitat  protection.  Deer  and  elk  receive  only  token 
forage  allocation  with  the  vast  majority  being  reserved  for  cattle. 
Wildlife  winter  range  forage  allocations  should  take  priority  over 
livestock  allocations. 


75-2 

Refer  to  response  2-6. 
Refer  to  response  1-13 

75-3 

Refer  to  responses  1-1 

and  1-13 

7  5-4 

Refer  to  response  3-6. 

75-5 

Refer  to  responses  12- 

and  74-5 

Because  so  much  of  the  range  is  in  only  "fair"  to  "poor"  condition,  it  seems 
amazing  to  me  that  none  of  the  alternatives  proposed  would  come  close  to 
rehabilitating  the  region  to  "excellent"  condition    It  is  as  if  even  the 
possibility  of,  for  once,  making  a  commitment  to  redeeming  the  land  is  out 
of  the  question    At  the  very  least,  BLM  should  adopt  Alternative  "A",  even 
though  this  alternative  would  allow  only  a  token  amount  of  recovery    I 
believe  it  is  imperative  that  BLM  develop  another  alternative  to  restore 
and  maintain  rangeland  in  "excellent",  natural  condition 

To  that  end,  cattle-grazing  should  be  eliminated    Crested  wheatgrass 
seedings  should  be  eliminated.   Along  with  that  commitment  to  a  return  to 
natural  condition  should  be  a  plan  to  keep  riparian  and  aquatic  habitat  in 
"excellent"  condition.  That  should  include  wild  and  scenic  designation  for 
the  South  and  Middle  Fork  Malheur  Rivers,  Bluebucket  Creek,  and  the 
Silvies  River    That  would  require  careful  discussion  of  restoration 
efforts,  which  none  of  your  current  alternatives  address.   In  addition, 
nowhere  in  your  proposals  do  you  even  attempt  to  Identify  any  remaining 
ancient  forests  nor  how  logging  might  impact  the  region    1  believe  y/h 
need  to  reasses  priprities  for  this  area    The  proposed  Alternative  C  is  a 
disaster  for  the  land  and  for  the  naturally  occurring  wildlife 


Michael  A.  Sequeira 
20941  Desert  Woods  Dr 
Bend,  Oregon  97702 


76 

■Hits  &J-+U&   ^J~Ll^  ^yUu-ZsmJ  {^S  tecA-s  dsaouZ^ 

Kj-Jat^>   (U-vj  iaJ  £/uj   -&*£,  ^tiu^a  tz5x^  ^A^J 

ste-K^VAJ  ^U-du^cj   l^ujL'  ^tx^Lj   c*-ffeJ, 


Identified. 
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Jay   Carlson 
Burns   District    Office 
Bureau    of    Land   Management 
HC    74      12533  High  nay   20   Uest 
Mines.     OR   97738 


77 


Issuing  the  Fir 
Impact  Statemer 
authorized   by   £ 


oposed   ni.fi   act 


ng*i 


iree  Rivers  Resource  Mar 
'Takings    Implication    At 

ive  Order  12630  (see  tt 
?retaries   and   Bureau    Dii 

Hodel > . 


include    the 


considered,     that    prior    tn 
pment    Plan    and   Environmental 

November    8,     1963    Memorandum 
tors   from   Secretary   of 


from  the  Harney  County  CattleWomen,  Stockgrowers,  Farm 
Sheep  &  Woolgrovere  and  the  January  17,  1990  Riddle  Ranch  and  West 
Range  Service  Comments  and  Response  to  the  Draft  Three  Rivers  Reso 
Management    Plan    and   Environmental    Impact    Statement    are   consistent 


This  response 
I    copy   of    text 


end  osed 


~/u  /ex.  l/^/Avcs 


'  WL7.   &></, 


Z?„/e.<,s..  f)*L£*oi    977,3a 


if"- 


?jt&ijrj~>  /y^i/r^ 


Zip   Code 
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Jay  Carlson  -  RMP/EIS 
Burns  District  Office 
Bureau  of  Land  Hanagem 
HC  7«  -  12533  Hwy  20  W 


78 


to   response  46-1. 

sponse  2-87. 

to  response  2-11. 

sponse  4-3  and  4-6. 

sponse  2-68. 

to  response  2-63. 


78-9     Ref 


Dear  Mr.  Carls 


response  to  the  Draft  Thr 
Environmental  Impact  Stat 
comments.   This  response 


nagement  Polic 


January  22,  1987  signed  by  BLM  Director  Robert  J.  Burford  has  n 

of  land  "directly  influenced  by  permanent  water,  and  having  vis 
vegetation  or  physical  characteristics  reflective  of  permanent 


d  e  f  1 


jfinition  of  a 


es  i  n 


nly  in  the  broadest  of 


potential  of 


ng  forage 
e.   Therefore, 
not  the  only, 


formation  is  gathered  existing  le 

Lntained.   At  such  time  that  reliable  information  shows  trend  increase 

decrease,  proper  adjustments  could  then  be  made.  The  ratings  in  the 
cently  published  Riley  Rangeland  Program  Summary  Update  classify  range 
editions ,ae  poor,  fair,  good  and  excellent.   The  RMP/EIS  classifies 


for 


communication  with  the  permittee. 

There  Is  no  scientific  data  that  indicates  that  livestock 
negative  effect  on  the  sagegrouse  population.  The  restri 
livestock  in  the  sagegrouse  strutting  grounds  are  unfound 


is  no  justific 


ailable".  Appendix  7-12; 
going  on  in  this  area  fo 
ained  high,  even  with  roo 
ange  the  practice. 


_   |  The  designation  of  the  entire  Kiger  active  Horse  Management  Area  (HMA) 
78-6  I  (36,619  acres)  as  an  Area  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  (ACEC)  will 

I  have  a  dramatic  economical  effect  on  at  least  one  ranch.   Before  this 
78-7  |  change  is  even  considered  and  the  Pinal  Three  Rivers  RMP/EIS  is  issued,  a 

'  authorized  by  Executive  Order  12630.   livestock  and  wild  horses  have  run 
78r8  I  together  successf  u lly,  ;f  or  years':*- The  complete  elimination  of  livestock 
I  grazing  is  neither  justified  nor-'proven  necessary.   The  conditions  for 
I  acquiring  the  private  holds  or  the  authority  to  impose  this  on  the  privat 
I  holdings  is  not  ful ly  addressed . 


ed  them.   The  small  water  gaps  that  dry  up  during  the 
tf  livestock  to  water  during  low  water  years  restrict  t 
liable  forage  and  can  concentrate  cattle  more  than 
ivestock  have  a  biological  need  for  water.   Access  can 

ure  is  more  than  one-half  mile  square,  have  more  than 


Ley  Cra^ 
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ARNESON  &  WALES 


79 


sponsee  1-13,    13-7,   2-44,   1-11,   12-1  and  2-78. 


January  26.  1990 


BLM  Burns  Dlst 
HC  74  -  12533. 
Hlnes,  Oregon 


jld  eliminate  the  seeding 
3sts  and  Big  Horn  Sheep  ha 


ARNESON  &  WALES 

<Ur«S~i  ft  ^tw.>r^_J) 
James   A.    Arneson  '  *^ 


80 


WJT  r.        rtf^rbf.  _£>£$&-    ^SoVg^6    rlKtJ*^^1^   n/W- 


A-    (A^£     -J 


80-1  Refer  to  response  2-78. 

80-2  Refer  to  responses  2-10  and  2-11. 

80-3  Refer  to  responses  2-44  and  13-7. 

80-4  Refer  to  response  1-13. 


.g     ^^?     y< 


_r^£~gfft?^9~     TO  ^frfe      r^gTgo^pnJ 


(Z&^Ust^r? 


t^Ct\[t^A     s»£tTv&ttC    C6T^Ofr)CK. 


TjU.       lip's      &d2£     fynul)   Ti     &    a    feLA&r .QT. 


vtfc  esrfTCGMi  <sF 
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jOiUdcC    /% 


in 


J<    CUM    USU%i/vmj    UK    IMyi^  l/y\    i  M&asisl*. 


(M$Us~ 


JUmJ 


i^A^iUr^xtc^ 


Uttua-   /uuHyuMtJ.  cri-   ii^jWxam  is 
Jqa  nxt  yoM^  ~thcd.    y-mA.  o/ue  cjmm-^^ 

VA    -Ur  VL     rMJU^UAjL    (r<L    iM     %til- 
U     i  IS  ~V  U    L 

pjtWjI    lA^  iyluUi     OAJ^~     \jLi_ly 


OJthAMxdix^     A     mM     Ulp,.  0 

OdJ     crick  OpJ^uJth- [anc^A)  %4PjuJl\ 
(X^jaa^xaJU^lA-  qJUmm   uAiJA--{iuuA  MAAAA- 

Uc    (Xli^ASLAAuK    i^  ~$aSl     rJLasA  ■ 
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CLm^L  ~tkxC7C     ^MAKAMVirfiAgtf&t/jLtUA      XI^Uxj- 

hcw-£-   QjuliraJj-Lj    WLU-eA.   Imju^    iAuiA-a- 

OAJL    i^ttu^Cf      LMJU/l    UJZty  .    Qi^jJi.     LA 

~^?rv  "Jr0^  'fe3  Xs>-fi  -  CU2J^    iM^ctli^ 
YjlakJji   \u3j~x.  chrt  JlaA-M    oamK  ourui.  cwa^ct 

p^^Xy   Lett    tAa   ajl<sx<Xw  . 

^/ioL    fftMZA     UiAMJLA^}JiA\    CGVJULAJAIUA^ 

caajz_   cvv^of   J^a^.  (M^hAjd-   a4utu£c( 


um^iaA^,  yvayu^e.     'f<ruupi    oJ!jf7><irtC(r*\&~  l*< 


b 


BB.MO     C2-     Q-170  2- 


response   1-13. 
responses  2-44  and   13-7. 


2-1. 
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82  i 
B2-2 
82  -  i 
82-4 
82-5 
82-6 


iponses  2-6,  2-10  and  2- 
:o  responses  2-3  and  2-5. 
iponse  12-1. 
jponse  2-78. 

iponses  2-6,  2-10  and  2- 
jponse  1-11. 


1(d)  ($W    oLL   l&Ajupb-  Sl-oJdA*    ^Mu-^tLk    -&o   -rYXvdudl  Cu^L.  .- 
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83-2 
83-3 


.   responses  2-5,   2-11  and  3-13. 
i  response   3-13  and  5-10. 
i   response   1-13  and   32-1. 


strict  Offi 


il.q 


preferred  al 


your  plan,  you  wi 

eas  of  hillside  grazing  which  cannot 
nd  without  fencing  off  from  the  strea 


tend,  or  that  they  can 
ridiculous.   If  you  fol 


raded  as  you  con- 
ved  by  the  proposal 

1  not  only  take  the 
t  also  close  off 


and 


lid 


■f  fe 


without  substan 

ial  add 

tional  plot  tes 

of  the 

-elatively  few  areas  you  have  t« 

has  not 

signif 

cantly  improved  the  gra 

that  t 

s  feed  first  on 

»ater.   Those  plants  are 

used  to  that  kir 

and  wi 

d  life. 

re   graz 

ng.   In 

the  few  areas  wl 

lish  wil 

this  by  fencint 

You  do 

not  need  to  destroy  the 

o  accomplish  th 

s  one  m 

nor  goal. 

t  that  your  proposals  a 

e  motivated  by 

nd  more 

ck  from  the  BLM 

'ly  wrong 
one. 

and  wi 

1  not  b 

Ing  any  substan 

ne  up  w 

th  a  re 

sonable  plan. 

Very  tr 

ly  yours, 

^CRAMER  J 

MALLQH 

CRAMER  &  MALLON 
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U.S.  Dept.  of  Interior 
Bureau  of  Land  Managemen 
District  Office 
HCR  74,  12533  Hwy.  20  W. 
Hines,  OR  97738 

RE:   Three  Rivers  Resour 

Gentlemen: 


Refer   to  response  2-7. 

Refer   to   response   11-11  and  25-1. 

Refer  to  response  6-8. 

Refer   to  responses  4-14   and  6-10. 


to    several    othei 
any   attempts    to 


limit  upland  forage  by 
for  this  and  it  is  outr 
wering   period,    there 


nit..' 


I  strongly  oppose  increase  of  any  wild  horse  area  whatsoe 
This  is  against  the  meaning  and  intent  of  the  Wild  Horse 
and  will  be  a  terrible  burden  on  any  of  the  ranchers  in 
those  areas.   The  fact  that  the  BLM  now  wants  to  go  into 
wild  horse  business  does  not  change  this. 


I  request  that  you  emphasize  the  er 
possible  of  juniper  trees  on  the  BL 
causing  far  more  damage  to  domestic 
in  the  overall  range  than  all  other 
You  should  plan  more  substantial  bu 
of  quantities  of  these  trees.  They 
amount,  of  particularly  the  Steens 


ition 


irching    for   miner 


in 

any  of 

the  BLM 

areas. 

th 
by 

trongly 
any  par 

or  faci 

the  BLM  purchasing 
itating  purchase  of 

inv 
any 

Very  truly 

you 
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T«„ 

.,,,,  3/. 

o,a 

rh-f    M, 

6„U- 
it-,     on 

^7t-or 

6*,m 

DJ4 

97 

Do 

Zosl 

W. 

W*ri, 

r^.: 

Riu. 

X  am 

h« 

<V»H. 

r  «««*„,, 

».,         Dr* 

"»l:Ji-      sU.I 


T/crc/,^  y 


■-    >~»JiU 


85-1  Refer   to  responses  2-44   and   13-7. 


Sl»~n/K 
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MAYO  RANCH,  INC 
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Jay  Carlson 
Burns  District  Office 
Bureau  of  Land  Manageme 
HC  74  12533  Highway  20 


Harney  County  and  the  people  living 

cooperation  of  those  same  people,  we 
eing  made  at  this  time  in  the  areas  of 
he  Draft,  is  in  the  bests  interests  of 
e  land  at  issue. 


loss 

of  our 

base  pr 

aperty  v 

lu 

The  proposed  B 

n  reduc 

ing  the  siz 

of 

Therefore 

if  Al 

ves  A, 

3  or  C  a 

that  p 

Final  T 

iree  Riv 

Res 

E.ivir 

onmental  Impac 

t  Statem 

>nt 

a 

'Taking 

Impli 

leted  as 

ized  by 

nber  8, 

988  Me 

Seen 

and  Bur 

sau  Dire 

s  f 

rom  Sec 

Donal 

d  P.  Hodel). 

The  re 

llocati 

an  and/o 

reduc 

tion  of 

1,859  I 

livestock  forage  in  our  Rim  Lake,  Junipe 
and  Dry  Lake  Allotments  will  reduce  the  value  of 
property  by  approximately  $92,950.00.   Please  cons 
this  economic  loss  in  the  reguested  "Takings  Impli 


dge,    Claw  Creek 


^ruMm^r. 


Jean   M.    Mayo 


tij^l 


Carl    L.    Mayo 


Dunty  CattleWomen, 
Woolgrowers  and  the 
Western  Range  Servic 


Riddle  Ranch 


include  a  ft 


sponse  2-63. 
spouse  2-63. 


71 
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Burns  District  Offlc 
Bureau  of  Land  ttanaq 
HC  7-*  1 2533  Highway 
Nines,     Off    97738 


87 


are   lacing   a    reduction    in    AUh", 


stives   A,     B   and   C    will    result    1 
*lue.        The   proposed   BLM   actions 


ial    lo 


of 


Therefore, 

issuing    the   Final     Three    Rivers   Resource   Management    Plan    and   Environmenta 
Impact    Statement,     a     'Takings    Implication    Assessment"    be   completed   as 
authorized   by   Executive    Order    12630    (see    the   November    B,     19BB   , 
to    all    Assistant    Secretaries   and   Bureau    Directors   from   Secretary    of 
Interior,     Donald   P.     Hodel). 


The   realloca 


oi 


AUM's    11 


The  letters  from  the  Harr, 
Sheep  &  Wool  growers  and  t 
Range  Service  Comments  ar, 
Management    Plan    and  Envir 


y  CattleWomen,  Stockgrotre 
ry  17,  1990  Riddle  Ranch 
se  to  the  Draft  Three  Riv, 
Impact    Statement    are 


This  response  is  • 
document.  Their  response  has  been  submit 
full  copy  of  text  only  for  the  reason  tha 
duplication    of    the    Riddle    Ranch    document 


supplemental     to    our    , 


Signatu 

End  oeure :       Suppl  e 


a 

OREGON 
CATTLEMEN'S 
ASSOCIATION 


lOMREMutoomah! 
ftrtlnnd,  Oregon  97! 

(503)281-3811 
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January  30,  1990 


Mr.  Jay  Carlson 
Burns  District  Office 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
HC  74-12533  Highway  20  West 
Nines,  Oregon  97738 

RE:  BLM  Draft  Three  Rivers 


Cattlemen's  Association  appreciates  tl 
respond  to  the  Draft  Three  Rivers  Resour 
and  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 


and  informati 


disagreement  \ 
icy  for  the  rei 
efforts  should 


for  wildlife  and 


standard  to  dete 


Undoubtedly,  the  Draft  Three  Rivers  RMP/EIS  will  have  an  adverse 
impact  on  livestock  producers  raising  livestock  in  the  area. 
Resolving  the  issues  we  have  raised,  plus  the  other  issues 
articulated  by  producers,  will  guide  the  BLM  in  their  quest  for 
what  is  best,  based  on  the  scientific  data. 

Sincerely, 


88-1  I    d,„„h„, 
88-2  I  mmZ*%"^ 


\~ 


draft  policy  affects  so  many  with  the  potenti 
outcome  not  in  the  best  interest  of  impn 
environment  and  economy. 

We  believe  the  BLM  should  thoroughly  examine 
arguments  brought  forth  by  livestock  produce 
following  are  a  few  issues  that  should  be  resolve 


the  Biscuitroot  Cultur 
emonstrate  damage  ( 
practices  have  not 


ACEC  Ul 


is  a  major  disagreement  concerning  the  data  provided  by 
BLM,  that  does  not  appear  to  be  substantiated  by  the 
human  eye  and  those  living  in  the  area  for  a  number  of 


Refer 


88-2 
88-3 
88-4 


K .  •  t .  -  r 


esponse  4-15 
Refer  to  response  2-3, 
Refer  to  response  2-6. 


For  a  discussion  of 


Che  predicted  improvement 
Proposed  Plan.  Also,  refe 
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range   loproveaeota  are 


PO  Box 96 

Enterprise,  OR  97S2S 
January  30.  1990 


■  BlM's  Burns  Distr 


■ 


As  e  former  employe.:  and  student  of  Malheur  Field  Station.  I 
that  land,  and  think  you're  missing  a  reel  ODDOrtunrty  to  restore  th 
potential  lor  all  I  wing  things.,  no  i  juat  cattle 


i  diverse  ecosystem 


i  special  to   ervee 


.jti.ei  i'loii?  i-[  Or?goniarii  M,at  .■.■ill  r 


Cathg  Sterbentz  U 


Refer  to  response  3-6. 


CENTRAL    OREGON 
AUDUBON    CHAPTER 

P.  O.  BOX  565 
BEND,  OREGON    97709 


90 


Refer  to  response  1-13. 
Refer  to  response  1-11. 
Refer  to  response  3-13. 
Refer  to  response  12-7 . 


BLM 

HC-74- 12533  Hwy  20  Ule 

Hmes,  Oregon   97738 

Dear  District  Manager 
Central  Oregon  Audubon. 


437 


horrible  condition  and  continues  to  degrade  the  range  even 

I  manage  their  lands  properly  instead  of  allowing  the  ranchers 
to  do  whatever  they  want.   The  BLM  lands  are  owned  by  all 
240  million  Americans  not  by  a  few  local  ranchers. 

90-2  I  Ue  find  all  crested  wheatgrass  seedings  totally 

I  ranchers?  NATIVE  SPECIES  OF  GRASS  are  the  only  species 

90-3  I  All  riparian  zones  needed  to  be  upgraded  to  excellent 

I  condition  immediately.    90'/.  of  the  wildlife  on  BLM  lands  in 

the  costs  of  all  your  new  projects 


ime  for  the  BLM 


up  and  manage 


>M« 
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Mr.  Jay  Carlson 

Burns  District  Offi 

Bureau  of  I 

HC  74  12533  Highway  20  West 

Hines,  OR  97738 

Dear  Mr.  Carlson: 

Alternatives  A,  B  and  C  will  result  in  a  substantial  loss  of  our 
base  property  value.  The  proposed  BLM  actions  may  result  in  reducing 
the  size  of  our  operation  so  that  it  is  no  longer  an  economical  unit. 
Therefore,  we  request  that  if  Alternatives  A,  B  or  C  are  considered, 
that  prior  to  issuing  the  Final  Three  Rivers  Resource  Management 
Plan  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  a  "Takings  Implication 
Assessment"  be  completed  as  authorized  by  Executive  Order  12630 
(see  November  8,  1988  Memorandum  to  all  Assistant  Secretaries  and 
Bureau  Directors  from  Secretary  of  Interior,  Oonald  P.  Model). 

The  letters  from  the  Harney  County  Cattlemen,  Stockgrowers,  Farm 
Bureau,  Sneep  and  Woolgrowers  and  the  January  17,  1990  Riddle  Ranch 
and  Western  Range  Service  conments  and  response  to  the  Draft  Three 
Rivers  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement 


endorsement  of  such 


This  response  i 

document.  Their  response  has  b 

include  a  full  copy  of  text  onl 

an  exact  duplication  of  the  Riddle  Ranch  document 

letters. 

Sincerely, 


Jerry  A.  Miller<2£) 


92 


AUM's,     please   Include 


Alternatives  A,  B  and  C  will  r 
property  value.  The  proposed  BLM 
of  our  operation  bo  that  it  is  no  . 
we   request    that    II   Alt 

issuing    the   Final     Three   Rivers   Resou 
Impact    Statement,     a     "Takings    Implication    Ae 
authorized   by  Executive   Order    12630    (see    th 
to   all    Assistant    Secretaries   and   Bureau   Dir 
Interior,    Donald 


>ttere  from    th 
Sheep   &    Woolgrowt 
Range  Service  Comments  a 
Management   Plan   and  Envi 


County  CattleWomen,     Stockgrowe 

January  17,  1990  Riddle  Ranch 
Response  to  the  Draft  Three  Riv 
aental    Impact    Statement    are   consistent    with 


This  response  is  our  endorsement  of  such  1< 
document.  Their  response  has  been  submitted  to  you.  We  do 
full  copy  of  text  only  for  the  reason  that  it  would  be  an  ex 
duplication    of   the   Riddle   Ranch   document    and  organizations   1 


nd  Riddle   Ranch 


supplemental    to    our   principal 

Sincerely, 

F    C     **>»     &*,&*>.    AW„ 

Name 

f      .0        S~     -/St 

h'CJL  75  Sam /•<,/,   /a,.o 


Jk 


Signature  / 


Sncl osure t       Suppl emen t 
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As  stated  In  the  DRHP/DEIS,  p.  4-9,  Table  4.3,  Footnote  7,  "the 
average  annual  harvest  Is  an  estimate  since  no  systematic  Inventory 
of  our  woodlands  has  been  conducted.  No  woodland  Inventory  Is  planned 
for  the  Immediate  future." 


<\.    See  Table  3.5. 


RMP/EIS  Team  Leader 
Burns  District  Offl 
HC  74-12533 
Highway  20  V 
Hires,  OR   97738 


93-4 
93-5 


Refer 
Refei 


sponse  4-4. 
sponse   28-1 


Alternative 


itIV 


On  Table  4-3,  Impacts  to  Forestlands  and  Woodlands,  the 

only  Has  any  systematic  volume  and  production  inventories 
been  conducted  in  the  Resource  Area?  Or  are  the  figuit-j  just 
educated  guess? 

Table  4.10,  what  are  the  figures  for  Palomino  Buttes, 
good  and  fair?   Table  4. II,- what  are  the  figures  for  Kiger 
and  Riddle  Mountain,  poor?   Table  4. 12,  what  are  the  figures 
for  Warm  Springs,  Total  Change,  poor?   In  most  cases  It 


tie  type  forage 
approximately  1/ 


On  page  4-66,  Ecc 
hers  would  face. 
Thank  you  for  yot 


/I 


'-tf*yr  i 
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OWIGHT  &  SUSAN  HAMMOND 
Hammono  Ranches,  Inc. 
Diamono,  Oregon 


HC  74  12533  Hwy  20  WE6 
HlNEB,  Oregon   9773S 


Oear  Mr.  Car 


Harney  County 

Cattlewomen, 

StOCKGROWERS ,  F 

rm  Bureau,  Sheep 

W0OLGROWCR5   ANO  THE  JANUAR 

v  17,  1990,  RlDOLt  Ranch 

ANO  Weste 

Range  Service 

Response  to  the 

ree  River 

Resource  Management  Plan  a 

nd  Environmental 

TATEMENT ; 

EW6  ANO 

RMP/EIS 

not  neeoeo  in 

it's  present 

form. 

This  RMP  seem 

TO  US  TO  BE 

A  COSTLY,  WASTE 

OF  TAXP 

VERS  ESUI 

in  that  it  is 

A  REPLICA  OF 

A  NUMBER  OF  PRO 

RAMS  TH 

T  ARE  ALR 

IN  EFFECT  ANO 

FROM  FIRST-H 

ANO,  ON  THE  GROUND  OBSER 

ATION,  WO 

,M  land  under  agricultural  leases  is  considered  "prime 
ler  Soil  Conservation  Service  definition.  Changes  in 
ise,  including  conversion  of  privately- owned  prime  or 

nique  farmland,  would  be  subject  to  local  comprehensive  plans.  It  is 
10  private  farmland  productive  capability  could  be 

iversely  affected  by  BLM  land  uses  or  allocations. 

he   DRMP/DEIS  details  the  availability  of  public  forage  under  each 
e.  The  economic  contribution  of  this  single  production 
input  to  the  ranching  industry  in  Harney  County  has  not  been 
quantified. 

The  landownership  percentages  for  the  Three  Rivers  planning  area 
found  in  Table  3.20  of  the  DRMP/DEIS  are  in  error.  They  should  be: 
Public  Land  -  57.8  percent;  Private  Land  -  34.7  percent;  State  Land  - 
4.6  percent;  and,  USFWS  -  2  percent.  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture, 
Bureau  of  Reclamation  and  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  (Burns  Paiute 
Reservation)  make  up  less  than  1  percent  each  of  the  land  in  the 
planning  area. 

Harney  County  landownership  percentages  include  72  percent  Federal, 
25  percent  private  and  3  percent  State.  In  contrast,  the  ratio  of 
landownership  in  Oregon  is  52  percent  Federal  and  48  percent  State 
and  private. 


;  one  of  several  public 
for  acquisition.  They  have  int 
productive  habitat  types.  Als 


values  that  would  be 
rnational  importance  as  on 
,  refer  to  responses  4-14 


HADE     WATER     AREA , 


•ESTOCK     PRODUCER 


"Thuec'rivchs   Res 


County   and  Orec 


MENTION     OF 


Three  Rivers  RMP 


OwfGHT  &  Susan  Hammond 


Diamond,  Oregon   97722 
CC:  Robert  F.  Smith 

Harney  County  Court 
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J<W    LkrlZ 


J-     UJfr~  +      ^        A?A<£     «w      S^fpnT      -h> 

ujo-y    •//^     E&st  /T;ae/t    a_l/ori*.t*.ts    art   *n«*<i«e«!* 
o>-    (nJ    &*«/•    -^   -^  M's,   Ue  /«*    het^  ge&j 

ft/s^     IgiW-     T«     A-n5tS  aJ     ■*L    0A-/y     <jv«€r  gr<J-zAg 

T^t      /^rise's      a<-e.    ka.r&A     (j*.   J»4.     rifzr-.c*, 
Zo»eS    £aA    t^I     ^-ge    especially    ->"^    4ih-j 
am     -mil    a.11  yew  A.   w«*n   ^    M^f    "S  ^.r^ 
Ou/Aer-a  ok  , 

'IPs        /ha     i^e     K^rv    ,*.  -«.-5  £*\^y    i^- 
Sot^e  /ytu.      w',»     X**/^    ^>  ^.fi-     V<4    A/A     y^ 

/a.e*7      ^7.^      -/O      ^  IKK  id      mj-     H.   fr-.soA. 

SeGt'n     }>cj-   H^«t«-     use.    fay     -M    h^e.S. 


96-1  Refer   to  responses  25-1,   25-2,   25-3  and  43-2. 
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January  26,  1990 


Wfc 


JJIL  JAN  2  9 19S0   J" 
BURNS  CIS.  RIGTBLM 


comment    identified. 


District   Manager 
BLM  Burns  District   Oflc 
HC  7U-12533  Hwy   20  West 
Hlnes.   Oregon       97738 


It  May  Concern: 

loned  and  £ 
tn.  to  snov. 
polluting  i 

One  snnmit 
ch  thing  as 

espect  fir  the  BLM  Is  on  the 
hocked  to  hear  that  you  might 
mobiles.   These  energy-consum 
achlnes  have  no  place  In  sens 
lie  dominates  any  space;  unfn 
one  -  they  travel  In  packs, 
hese  snowraobllers  and  recommer 

ally.  I  as* 

that  you  adopt  Alternative  A 

half  of  the  Burns  District, 
bighorn  habitat.  Certainly 
them   forage   undisturbed    In   t 


33331*  SE  Lusted  Road 
Gresham,   Oregon        97C 


February  1.  1990 

Oisrrtf  Manger 
Bums  District.  BLM 
Hines.  Oregon  97736 

Steen  Mtn.  Loop 
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;  loop  during  winter/spring  to  motor  vehicle  ac 

nol  to  do  this  The  area  is  an  Important  winter  habitat  tor  d> 
e  ol  us  want  disrupted  Your  Alternative  3  prohibits  vehicul; 
the  ecological  soundness  ol  this  sensitive  ecological  area, 
that  you  will  adopt  Alternative  3 


Three  Rivers  Management  Plan 


Alternative  A  will  help  to  restore  and  maintain  the  naiurai  rangeiand  This  will  e 
water  quality,  wiidirte  habitat,  what's  let!  ot  the  old  growth  forests  and  other  natural  resources 
which,  m  the  long  term,  will  provide  a  tar  greater  return  on  investment  than  continued  kowtowing  to 
the  heavily  subsidized  ranching  industry. 

wild  and  Scenic  River  Designation 

98-1  |    *n  order  to  restore,  protect  and  ensure  water  quality,  soil  quairty,  wildlife  habitat,  and  scenic  and 

s,  I  urge  you  to  designate  the  Malheur  River  (South  and  Middle  forks),  Bluebucket 
nes  River  as  Wild  and  Scene  This  will  ensure  that  these  waterways  will  continue  to 
ong-term  returns  from  tourism,  hunting,  fishing  and  boating. 


Mike  Quigley  / 
2009  Red  Rock  Lan 
Bend.  Oregon  97701 


:  Senators  Mark  Hatfield,  Robert  Packwood 
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Northwest  Federation  of  Minora  logical  jtacififics 


Bureau  Of  Land  Manageme 
Burns  District  Office 
HC  74-12533  Highway  20 
Hines,  Oregon  97738 


Enclosed 


Management  Plan  and  EIS 


appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  it  and 
thoes  responsible  for  its  preparation. 

Should  the  District  wish  any  additional  inpu 
rockhound  community,  please  feel  free  to  contact 
and/or  tne  Oregon  Council  of  Rock  and  Mineral  So 
of  Art  Newcombe,  Vice  President,  HC  64,  Box  410, 
97630. 

Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  comment. 


rthwest  Federation  of  Mineralogy 
i  Spunaugle,  2nd  Vice  President 


these  new  rules  might  want  to  be  included  in  the 
Resource  Management  Plan  final  draft. 

An  area  of  our  concern  is  the  occasional  unrea 
possibly  commercial  collecting  of  large  quantitie 

in  the  area  by  unscrupulous  and  careless  individu 

We  do  not  condone  such  activity  and  would  suggest 


We  would  also  sugge 


personal  collection  above  the  regulation  limits  should  be  done 
by  "permit  only"  and  from  only  areas  the  District  manager  feels 
would  not  be  unduely  damaged  by  such  activity.   The  organized 
rockhound  groups  would  be  interested  in  assisting  the  BLM  in 
accomplishing  this  and  in  publicizing  anysuch  regulations. 
100-4  I     In  this  regard,  we  did  carefully  consider  the  "Obsidian  ACEC" 
I  proposed  in  some  of  the  Alternatives.   Even  though  we  believe 
I  some  control  is  desirable,  we  do  not  support  the  creation  of 
I  this  Area  of  Critical  En viornmental  Concern.   Instead  we  feel 

in  the  paragraph  above.   Perhaps  the  BLM  District  would  want 


2.  Other  ACEC  disignat ions :   As  long  as  rockhound  ace 

Middle  fork  of  the  Malheur  including  Bluebucket  Creek  de 
as  Wild  and  Scenic.   Our  concern  is  not  so  much  with  the 


Response  to  the 
Et  Three  Rivers  Resource  Manageme 
Impact  Statement  prepared  by  the 
Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Depar 
October  1989 


Lon  of  Mineralogical 


over  95  organized 
ment  Plan  and  EIS. 


Scenic  Rivers  Act  of  1988  was  passed  without  giving  the  cit 
Df  Oregon  reasonable  opportunity  to  consider  which  rivers  t 

without   much  publicity  or  public  input  opportunity  inside 
Management  Plan,  does  little  to  improve  our  opinion.   Quite 

system  might  have  contained  this  four  mile  section.   Howeve 
suggest  that  all  Wild  and  Scenic  River  designation  be  consi 


ndesirable  aspects  and 
ockhound  activities  in 


jpin] 


study  of  the  Management  Plan  Text,  the  Appendicies,  the  lao 
and  our  collective  knowledge  of  the  area,  are  stated  below, 
offer  them  in  hopes  that  they  will  be  helpful  to  the  BLM  in 


3f  the  Plan  dc 


nvolved  in  th 

gnizing 


mpile,  and  produce  them. 
1.  Rockhound  Recreational  Opportunities 
note  that  rockhounding  is  recognized  in 


3  in  Map  R-l,  M-5, 


for  collecting  activ 


ollecting  possibilities,  also  pa 


udy  of  the  paleont 
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All  public  lands  not  withdrawn  from  mineral  collection  are  available 
for  casual  or  hobby  collection  of  mineral  specimens,  provided  there 
is  minimal  disturbance,  explosive  or  mechanical  means  are  not  used, 
and  areas  of  paleontological  or  scientific  interest  (e.g., 
prehistoric  artifacts)  are  not  disturbed.  BLM  does  not  have  staffing 
or  funding  necessary  to  specifically  outline  potential  collecting 
areas  for  casual  prospecting;  however,  District  Geologists  are  often 
aware   of  where   such  activities  commonly  are  occurring. 


The  Antiquities  ( 


06   prohibits   the  excavation,    taking,   or 
rate  or  other  fossils  of   recognized 

scientific   Interest.   Taking  of  such   items   is  strictly  limited   to 

qualified    institutions  under   special   permit. 

Proposed   rules   on  the  management   of   paleontological  resources  that 
would   become  43  CFR  8270  were   promulgated   in  1990  and   reviewed   by   t 
field   offices  of   BLM.   These    rules  will  have  a  bearing  upon  fossil 
collection  but  are   not  approved  and  enforceable  at   this  time. 

100-3  Refer  to  responses  15-4,   15-5  and  100-1. 

100-4  Refer   to   response  15-35. 

100-5  Refer  to   response   3-6. 


Let -a  Gay  Snyder 
351  5.  Broad  St. 
Moumouth,     OR       973 


101 


101-1         Refer 


1-13,  2-6,  2-10  and  2-11. 


Bureau  o£  Land  Manage 
HC-7412S33  Hwy  20  Wes 
Hines,  OR   97738 


unted  a  lot  of 


[grazing, 
any  so  shor 


agement  plan. 


Baker  Co.  I  feel  is  partly  cause  by 
aw  the  de-watered  springs,  the  grass 
watch  out  for  cattle  grazing  and  thi 


cattle  grazing. 
It  is  time  to  t 


improvements  around  springs  and 
i,  springs,  etc.  the  riparian  zon 


It  is  time  that  you  start  te 
practices.  Our  resources  ai 
Public  Lands  must  be  followe 

L^af^yd^*^ 
cc:   Baker  County  BLM  Distri 


Appendix  11-105 


ZTaio.  3c,  mc 


"3)iit^-ct"  n^jcv^o^^t 


102 


Ctfci. 


*r^ 


n  p,         ri  I      a  — *. — 

~TV_d_      U-^>-»—    c^idtL.  erf       rwa^    Axn/vo 

./J^VC-VZ-^^0-    "S>^V-<rLALk)^       O-*2 —       l^MtLLJO^^L^-     Lav. 


102-1 
102-2 
102-3 
102-4 


isponse   1-13. 

isponses  12-1  and  12-7, 

:sponse  2-78. 
isponse  3-6. 
isponse  12-1. 
isponses  2-10  and  2-11, 


A^WOS  ! 


re\_  ~W>    iicv^o.  c 


7zo  s.  =re.T-ry 
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Range 


ecology. 


103 


for    proposed 


i'..r  ,  o«t  'bwnml  1 


I  .  .11.  M  M 


'ators  and 


District  Manager 
Burns  District  Off 
HC  74-12533 
Highway  20U 
Hines,  OR   97738 

Dear  Manager: 


BLM  Reg.  Dir. 
Gov.  Goldschmidt 
Rep.  DeFazio 
Senator  Packwood 
ONDA 
Sierra  Club 


y 


Conservation  Chc-ir 
Range  Ecology  Group 


grazing  speci 


throughout  the 


RMP,  actually  it  i 

•,   a 

most  totally  ignored  as  a  program 

to  be 

that. 

by  using  your  figures  on  11 

and  III. 

96. By.  of  the  publ  i 

ng. 

that  only  34.57.  of  our  land 

total  of  126.55  miles  of  streams,  you 

ther  "good"  or  "excellent"  c 

only  45 

of  4491  acres  of    s 

er  are  in  even  good  condition,  ie., 

about  IX. 

The  degradati 

on 

3f  land 

,  water  guality  and  vegetati 

an  have 

come  about  largely 

It  of  grazing  cattle.   This 

th 

ledge,  you  ignore  positive  a 

to  continu 

e  and  to  expand  on  the  same 

discred- 

ited  approach  o-f  c 

ast 

years 

of  mismanagement. 

Your  fllternat 

ive 

C  pref 

erence  illustrates  how  bound 

you  are 

losen  sug- 


pli 


its. 


The  mandate  of  the  BLM  is  given  on  p  1-3  as  "to  fulfill 
requirement  of  the  FLPMA. "  On  p  1-5  "Planning  Criteria"  list 
include  (3)  "Give  priority  to  the  designation  of  areas  of  cri 
cal  environmental  concern."  On  p  4-44  you  propose  under  Al  te 
tive  C  to  have  slightly  less  ACEC  acreage.  This  is  not  a  way 
"give  priority."  FLPMA  criteria  also  include  on  page  1-5  tha 
BLM  (5)  "Consider  present  and  potential  uses  of  the  public 
lands."   Again  on  p  2-3  under  Ecological  Systems  it  states  (3 


Preferred  Alternative.  The  selected  a 
the  past  and  ignores  the  growing  need 
habitat,  clean  water,  changing  job  oppo 


d  here.   Neither  is  it  in  the  public  interest  that  you  favor  a 
small  segment  of  the  public   as  proposed  under  Socioeconomic 

the  continued  opportunities  for  ranching  operations  typical 
the  American  western  heritage"  (!)  is  outrageous  subservience 
a  myth.  Since  when  are  public  lands  and  resources  assigned  to 
sustain  a  lifestyle?  Perhaps  we  should  bring  back  the  buggy-whip 
maker  and  butter-churn  craftsman  with  public  land  resources  under 
BLM  guidance. 

103-21  The  table  3.5  (p.  3-12)  is  difficult  to  read  because  the 
I  Estimated  Volume  (MMBF)  apparently  are  given  to  three  decimal 
I  places.   Since  these  are  estimates,  why  write  2.000  (indicating  2 


shade  protection  and  many  other 

dity  production.   Alarming  is  the 
for  ancient  forest  and  ancient  ju 


zampgrounds,  oxygen 


stewardshi 


Alternative 


103-1 
103-2 


Refer  to  response   1-13. 

Writing  volumes  In  this  format  (3  decimal  places)  is  the  normal 
practice  In  timber  management  activity.  The  three  decimal  places 
allow  for  accounting  to   the  nearest  thousand   board   feet,   which  is  the 

recording  of  data.   The   three  decimal  places  allow  for  the   elimination 


Of  the  total  1,709,918  acres  with 
classified  as  forestland  (less  th 
acres  are  classified  as  commercia 
timber  base   (less  than  1/2   percen 


a  the   planning  area  only  13,307   Is 
a  1  percent).  Of   this,   only  8,263 
forestland   remaining  within  the 
).  While  forest  management 
for  multiple 


protection  and  enhancement,    there   still   remains   1,701,655  acres 
(greater   than  99.5   percent)  within  the  planning  area  dedicated  to 
other  resource   values. 

Forest  management  includes  not  only  the  removal  of  trees  but  emphasis 
on  the  growth  and  improvement  of  the  existing  forest  stands,  for  the 
benefit  of  all  resources   including  wildlife,   recreation,   fisheries, 


In  regard  to  the  ancient  fores 


103-4 
103-5 
103-6 
103-7 
103-8 


response  1-11. 
response  12-1. 
responses  2-44 
response  1-13. 
response   12-7. 


103-4 |  >    a 

10^I    stantia? 


103-fSf  >    bring    all    water    quality 


J    bring> 


them    to    a    nature 
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104 


De;r   Fr.    Cprls 


The  letters  'rom  che  H.rr.ey  County  CcttleWocen,  Stockf-ro-.  ers ,  Far*  Bur<- 
Sheer  Hi  oolrTOKers  re  the  Jenuary  17,  199C  ->idcle  Ranch  r-  Lectern 
Range   Service    Corrente    c  r.d   Response    to    t^e    Drr  f  t    Three    reiver?      ^^o    ice 


104-1  Refer   to  response  2-63. 


■    9 
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105 


.   Carlson: 


It.      The 


,.(Vr 


'Taklr 


prop 


loosidered  ,  that  prl 
Management  Plan  and 
i  Implication  Assess 
:ecutlve  Lrder  12630. 
The  reallocation  and/or  reduct 
n  the  Lone  Pine  Allotment  woul 
rty  by  a  substantial  amount;  f 
tin?   allotment  would    lncr 


Impltcat 

Plan  sho 

etoolt  us 
for  oatt 
effeote  i 
other    thi 


is  Mr 


loss 


.  we  would   be   si? 
submitted    in    the 

substantial   loss 


•equest  that  if  Alternatives 
>r  to  issuing  the  i'inal  ibree 
Environmental  Impact  State- 
lent"   be   completed   as   authorl: 

.00  of  107  AUU's  Hvestook  foi 
reduce  the  value  of  our  base 
trther,  any  proposed  reductior 
>ase  this  reduction  of  value, 
n    the  requested    "Takings 


5  of 


the  Draft 
Allotmen 
heavy  llv 


the  Lone  Pine  Aiiotmi 


ek  as  being  in  the  Lone  P 
declining  condition  due 

t  the  rlmrock  forms  a  oat 
Allotment  and  Poison  Creek.  Any 
livestock  use  are  due  to  llvestoc 

the  Lone  Pine  Allotment. 

•"   possibility  of  even  further  re 


to 


105-1 

Refer  to 

response  2-63. 

105-2 

Refer  to 

responses  2-11  and  2-63. 

105-3 

Refer  to 

response   2-12. 

105-4 

Refer  to 

response  4-6. 

105-5 

Refer  to 

response  42-14. 

105-6 

The   Issuance  of   free  use   firewood   and   post   pe-jilts   Is  permissible 
when  such  disposal   will   benefit   public   laud  management   (BLM  Manual 
5500. 02A).    If    juniper  clearing  areas  are   for   the  benefit   of  our  la 

105-7 

Refer  to 

responses  4-14,   6-10  and  94-5. 

105-6 

Refer  to 

response  4-16. 

rtpoendlx  3,  Table 
and  the' building  of  ad 
nent.      .ie  agree  with    t 

control   should    be   prae 
Including    the   Issuing 

rate   land    ownership    in 


lat  Landing  Creek  1 

It  is    therefore  t 

-lfled    as  a   riparis 

calls    for   juniper 


ning. 
Allot 


portions 

of 

SI 

Ivies 

Valley 

and 

Poison 

Creek   that 

3d   are 

propc 

the 

B.L.K. 

for 

i-one   1 

(asquire 

or 

ex 

esnge 

for)/ 

The 

3e   land 

vital 

ands   in    the   form  of  :*lheur 
ee  Sllvles   Valley   taken   ove 
Malheur  Refuge, 
sever,    support   the  sale  of. 


■e  adamantly  oppose   t 

e  acquisition  of  publi 

River,   Poison  Creek,   and    t 

e  old  Oregon 

llorthwest 

The  January  19,    1990, 

he  Karnev 

Prowers,    and    the  Januarv   17.   1990.   Ridd 

e  Ranch  a 

se    to   vou  are   cor.siste 

and    oomments.      ./e   endorse 

One  of  the  B.L.U.  's   s 

tated   objecti 

ree  for   th 

native     Is   to   "provide  for 

operations    typical   of   the 

American  West 

ro  herlta 

that    the  Preferred   Alterna 

tlve  Instead. 

these  opportunities. 

Yours    truly. 

Preferred   Aiter- 


Hilton  *hitlng    , 
Eva  Whiting 
Ronald    rfhitlng 


iJ&M~<, 


i.  If  Ju 
itrol.  »1 
iditlon  w 


uld  still  deelln 


allowed  to  oontinue  without  extensive 
3Uld  be  removed  from  the  range  and  its 
s,  simply  from  the  Juniper  problem. 

the  progressive  detriment  of  wildlife. 
c   numbers  Is  not  the  simple  solution 
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106 


OREGON  STATE  SENATE 
SALEM. OREGON 

97310-1317 


January  31,  1990 


Dear  Mr.  Car 


106-1  I  I  feci 


public  1 
arc  dlffe 


I  have  noticed  with  Interest  the  increase  in  wildlife  on  private 

numbers  of  wildlife  on  private  lands  and  having  their  cattle  numbers 
lowered  on  public  land. 

The  letters  from  the  Harney  County  CattleWomen,  Stockgrowers,  Farm  Bureau, 
Sheep  6  Woolgrowers  and  the  January  17,  1990  Riddle  Ranch  and  Western 
Range  Service  Comments  and  Response  to  the  Draft  Three  Rivers  Resource 
Management  Flan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement  are  consistent  with  my 


107 


U~  a«\  i^9d 


5sponse  2-2  and  2-63. 


iU^J   C>a_        777  3? 
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108 


The   management   direction   for   burros   has   I 

determined   that  a  small  number  of   burroa 

In  the  Warm  Springs  KMA.   The  management   actions  under  the  Wild  Horse 

and  Burro  objectives   have   been  changed   to   reflect  the  fact  that   In 

Oregon,   burros  are  unique  to  the   Burns   District.   Also,   refer   to 

response  2-6. 


108-2         Refer 


108-1. 


appear  chat  Che  inten 
s  until  such  time  as  i 
r    this    is    in  keeping  I 


lenient.    I    think 


astern  Oregon.      unless,    the 
e   animals   did   not  originate  with   the   early 
chance   of   losing  one   aspect   of   our   "living 


B-21    BU,    is   actively   managing   the   horse   herds    Co  pr.v. 

Xcac^trorche-horsr^rcin'c  "^chf  s^r'cheTu 
|   all.    we   are   not   talking  about  hundreds   and   thousands   of  animals 


inbreeding  which 


The   BLH   adoption  program  shows    that  burros   are 
horses-    especially    in   the   East  where   burros   an< 


a   premium,    and    feed  I 


point   of 
Many    of 


herd  can  be   considered  a   Uablllcy 


ranching   backgr, 


seful,    and   cherefore.    "good",    while 


just   asking 


sfcrtuJ^^ 
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The  Evergreen  State  College 

Olympia,  Washington  98505 

January  31,  1990 


Joshua  Warburton,  District  Manage 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Burns  District  Office 

HC  74-12533 

Highway  20  West 

Hines,  Oregon  97738 


3f  the  Draft  Three  Riv 


1.  In  general,  I  am  appalled  that  you  have  chosen  to  continue 
your  policy  of  resource  destruction.  In  an  era  when  the  BLM  is 
being  lauded  for  progressive  efforts  to  rectify  mistakes  that 


1 

restoration   of    the    landscape   to   excellent    condition. 
that    to   all    Americans    who   own    the    land    you  manage. 

1 

to    or   maintained    in   excellent    condition. 

it    is    the    only    acceptable    one    of    the   several    you   propc 

1 

5.      You  must    protect    all    ancient    forest,    whether    that 

1 

6.      Your    cost/benefit    analyses   must    include   all    costs 
improvements . 

1 

7.       It    is    impossible    to    believe    that    you   are   still    pre 
Crested   Wheatgrass;    please    eliminate   all    such   proposal 

1 

8.      Forage   allocations    for   all  kinds    of    wildlife    (and 
Bighorn    Sheep)    must    be   given   priority    over    forage    allc 

109-1 

Refer 

to  response  1-13. 

109-2 

Refer 

to  responses  2-44 

109-3 

Refer 

to  response  12-1. 

109-4 

Refer 

to  response  12-7. 

109-5 

Refer 

to  response  1-11. 

109-6 

Refer 

to   response   2-6. 

109-7 

Refer 

to   response   3-6. 

through  the 


Scenic  Rivers. 
As  a  person  wh 


d  Station  Consortium,  I  have  a  very  strong 
ing  the  improvement  of  the  condition  of  the 

have  stewardship.   Please  keep  me  fully 
n  progresses  and  please  respond  specifically 


5W^S-^c 
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HC  14-12533  Hwy  20  West 

Hines,  Oregon  97738 

Dear  Mr.  Hansen: 

This  letter  is  being  wn 

tten  in  response  to 

the  invitation  of 

Bureau  of  Land  N.m.i ...  m,  i 

t  to  participate  in 

of  the  Three  Rivers  Reso 

urce  Management  Pla 

l.   The  sections  of 

the  plan  concerning  the 

cultural  resources 

were  reviewed  in  the  Cul 

ce  at  Warm  Springs 

This  office,  as  well  as 

the  Culture  and  Her 

tage  Department  anc 

the  Culture  and  Heritage 

Committee,  were  se 

up  on  the  Warm 

Springs  Reservation  to  | 

reserve  the  cultura 

heritage  and  tra- 

The  traditional  foods  ar 

the  people  here. 

They  are  a  part  of  their 

livelihood,  and  ar 

necessary  part  of 

meals  at  all  of  the  trad 

hat  take  place 

throughout  the  year. 

The  proposal  to  set  asid 

e  areas  under  BLM  j 

jrisdiction  to  be 

managed  for  traditional 

usage,   such  as  roo 

digging,  is  one  tt 

we  would  strongly  suppor 

t.  The  proposed  Bis 

uitroot  ACEC  is 

primarily  used  by  Burns 

Paiute  people  as  pa 

-t  of  their  customa 

gathering  areas.   It  is 

outside  of  the  Warm 

Springs  ceded  area 

but  there  are  enrolled  rr 

embers  of  Paiute  de 

The  three  enrolled  tribe 

s  are  the  Wasco,  Wa 

-m  Springs,  and  Pai 

tribes.   There  are  a  number  of  Paiute  triba 

on  BLM  lands.   Memb 

its  from  Burns  also 

come  up  to  Warm  Springs 

to  trade  their  root 

This  exchange  is  a  long 

established  custom. 

It  contributes  to 

protection  of  c 

the  proposal  to  retain  1 

the  BLM  currently  manage 


lly  impor 


management  & 
e  would  also 


January  22,  1990 
Page  2 

The  ethnobotanist  who  worked  in  the  Cultura 
pointed  out  that  increasing  reliance  on  a  s 
digging  areas  was  adversely  affecting  the  r 
recommendation'  was  to  alert  federal  agencie 
under  their  jurisdiction  and  to  discourage 

L  Resources  offi 
nailer  number  of 

about  the  root 
rading  away  the 

In  1988  a  Cultural  Plant  Conference 
Reservation  to  educate  personnel  wor 

management.  Studies  have  been  done 
used  today  by  people  at  Warm  Springs 
includes  management  recommendations 
plants.  We  would  be  glad  to  share  t 
we  have  that  might  be  helpful. 


In  the  last  few  ye 
the  cultural  progr 
personnel  at  the  B 


lationship  already 
being  advanced. 


cooperation  has  been  built  up  between 
Warm  Springs  and  Cultural  Resource 

ct  Office.   This  cooperation  has 
ng,  please  accept  out  gratitude  fo 


to  strengthening  the 
plan  and  its  proposa 


Cultural  Resourc 
MLK/mw 
Enclosure:   (2) 
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OREGON  HUNTER'S  ASSOCIATION 

PO  Box  66I8  •  Bend,  Oregon  97708  •  (503)  382^1058 


Bureau  of    Land   Management 
HC   74-12533   Highway    20  West 
Hines,    OR      97738 

RE:       DRAFT    THREE    RIVERS    RESOURCE 


111-1         Refer 
111-2  Refer 


grazing  restrictions   through   various  grazing   treatments  a 
a  technique   the  Bureau  uses   to  improve   the   range  and   to  minimize 
conflicts.    See  Appendix  3,   p.    3-8,   DRMP/DE1S,   for  a  discussion  of 
grazing  treatments. 

111-4  The   larger  figures  of   unsatisfactory  condition  are   the  current 

conditions  and   the   smaller   figures  are   predicted   big  game  habitat 
conditions  10  years  after  full   implementation  of   the  plan. 

111-5  Refer  to  response  2-78. 

111-6         Refer  to  response   1-23. 


(OHA)     would 


life 

nabit 

al 

The  an 

mal 

unit  months  (AUMs)  allocated 

he  Prefe 

'red 

Alternative  (139,851)  are 

m  possib 

164,622),  according  to  Table 

Whi 

number  repor 

tedly  does  not  meet  the  d 

:ly  t 

es  al 

ates  only  5%  of  the  AUMs 

7  7  51 

Only  10%  of 

the  required  AUMs  for 

and 

18%  of 

equ 

cated 

AUMt 

The  balance 

the 

ed  to  be 

omodated  by  unallocated  f 

rag 

uesti 

an  th 

In  addition,  about  one-half  c 

allot 

ng  to  wildlife  (Appendix 

, 

e  4)  . 

Fur 

rmore,  nearl 

y  50,000  acres  are  to  be 

planted  with  crested  w 
only  livestock.  Deer 
the  area  proposed  to  b 

by  wildlife  as  well  as 


ange  improvement  and 
n   Table  2.1  describe  1 


-rehabilitation  program 

mus 

established 

Bighorn  sheep  habitat  is  ident 

tion  for  bighorn  sheep  habitat 
tant  wildlife  component  of  the 
>ugh  discussion  of  their  manage 

Bighorns  a 
Three  Rivers 

management 

area,  and 
e  included 

There  is  proposed  to  be 
:le  use  in  the  plan.   We 
icts  with  wildlife  and 
se.   A  coherent  plan  fo 

>s  in  the  RMP  area. 

3 

mum  development 

of  off-roc 

icting  ORV 
he  other 

3  be  happy  to  meet  with 

!«? 

>nnel  f  r'oTyouf 

district  tc 
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Jay  Carlson  -  RMP/PIS 
Burns  District  Office 
Bureau  of  Land  Manageim 
HC  74-12533  Highway  20 
Hines,    Oregon   97738 


lope  group  up 


*  complete  "Taking  Impllc, 
by  Executive  Order  12630 
Aim's    Is    Implemented. 


lncreaaed   hunting  pressure  o 
Uy.      Therefore,    we   strongly 


:lves  will   have  adverse    Impacts   upon    livestock 
Harney  County  and    the  concept   of  nultlpU  use 


In    livestock 


;ei;a  v.iiun  Inc.  winls  on  record  that  our  response  an  J  <  jioii.  • « .  t  -  Co 
of  the  Three  Rivers  Resource  Hamgement  Plan  and  Environmental  Imp.n 
:tatement  are  consistant  and  incorporate  with  those  of  Fiddle  Ranch 
Western  Ranje  Servi-e   and    the   Harney  County  S tockgrowers. 

We  have  additional  comments  ant1  concerns  persuant  to  our  allotment 
East  Uagontlrc  No.  7003.  Ue  have  an  active  preference  of  8281  AUK': 
plus  513  AUM's,  exchange  of  use  with  a  total  of  8799  AUM's  but  BLM 
estimated  capacity  Is  7730  AUM's  and  stated  the  average  actual  use 
6707  AUM's. 


/*KS»i/£4_ 


Pella  Ranch,    Inc. 


balance  of    it    In    1976, 
Each  year    alnce    1959    t 
until   1985. 

5i 

lag  Pell 
otal    act 

ve  pref 

,11  si 

East    Wdgontlre    a 
In   East  Wagontir 

la  l 

lid    horses    off  Wagont 

£S=: 

d   In   1988 
head),    as 

he  BLH  githered 

The 
thai 

Che  en 

S 

mlV,      :' 

t> 

improved,  as  well  as, 


nt  with  l.'.M,  Pel 
area  for  livesto 
Therefore,  It  1 


that  tiler? 


"Identified  fesovrce  Confli 
unsatisfactory  habitat  condition.  ! 
ns  Wagontire  and  Little  Juniper  mou 
ig.ited    f.  x.   the    deeded    sprin.s    and 


112-1  Refer  to  response  2-11. 
112-2  Refer  to  response  2-6. 
112-3  Refer  to  response  2-63. 


Jmnuary  17.    is 


.'my  Csrlson 

Burns  District   Of flu 

HC   71      12S33  High n y   20   Ires 
Hines.     OR   97738 


113 


lude    the  next  t*o 


Refer  to  response  2-63. 


Alternative's  A,  B  and  C  will  result  In  a  substantial  loss  of  our  bas 
property  value.  The  proposed  BLH  actions  may  result  in  reducing  the  six 
of  our  operation  so  that  it  is  no  longer  an  economical  unit.  Therefore, 
we  request  that  if  Alternatives  A,  B  or  C  are  considered,  that  prior  to 
issuing  the  Final  Three  Rivers  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmenta 
Impact  Statement,  a  'Takings  Implication  Assessment'  be  completed  as 
authorized  by  Executive  Order  12630  (see  the  November  3,  1933  Memorandum 
to  all  Assistant  Secretaries  and  Bureau  Directors  from  Secretary  of 
Interior,    Donald  P.    Model). 


The 


if  /  0  *9  AUM's  livestock  forage 
i  Allotment  will  reduce  the  value  of  our  base 
S  $3  VSo  ~  (Assume   950   per   AUM   value). 

the  requested    'Takings   Implication 


The   letters   from    the   Harney   County  Catx-leWomen,    Stockgrowers,    Farm   Bure 
Sheep  4    Woolgrovers   and    the   January   17,     1990  Riddle   Ranch    and   Western 
Range  Service   Comments   and  Response    to    the   Draft    Three   Rivers   Resource 


This  response 


£*^->r, 

tf«>, 

p£ 

Aofki 

i~ .    \ 

Address* 

'   ''Or" 

f  77J 

City    ,;:: 

V*  fjju 

Stmts 

Zip 

Cods 

Sij^sture 

Supplement 
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Jay  Carlson 
Burns  Dist.  Office 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
HO  74  Highway  20  West 
Hines,  Or.  97738 

Dear  Mr.  Carlson, 

In  reference  to  Oct.  1989  BLM  Draft  Three  Rivers  RMP7EIS: 
Alternatives  A,D,  and  0  will  result  in  a  substantial  loss  of 
my  base  property  value.  The  proposed  BLM  actions  may  result 
in  reducing  the  Size  of  my  operation  so  that  it  is  no  longer 
an  economical  unit.  Therefore  I  request  that  if  Alternatives 
A,  B,  and  C  are  considered,  that  prior  to  issuing  the  Final  Thr 
Rivers  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Enviromental  Impact  State- 
ment, a  "Takings  Implication  Assessment"  be  completed  as 
authorized  by  Executive  Order  12630  (see  Nov.  8,  1988  Memo- 
randum to  all  Assisstant  Secretaries  and  Bureau  Directors  from 
Secretary  of  Interior,  Donald  P.  Hodel.) 


if  te 


the 


aught  in  1977  BLM  planned  to  remo 
y  allottment.  I  took  my  cattle  to 
wo  grazing  seasons  at  my  expense. 


e  brush 

Princeton 

seeding 


seeding  for 

in  my  allottment  never  materalized.  My  dollar  loss  over  th 
two  years  was  approximately  $100,000.  Another  (there  was  a 
earlier  reduction  due  to  BLM  F.IS)  reduction  at  this  time 
totally  unwarranted. 


The  letters  from  the  Harney  County  Cattlewomen,  Stockgrowers, 
Farm  Bureau,  Sheep  and  Woolgrowers  and  the  Jan. 17,  1990 
Riddle  Ranch  and  Western  Range  Service  Comments  and  Response 
to  Draft  Three  Rivers  Resource  Management  Plan  and  EIS  are 
consistant  with  my  views  and  comments. 


JzJ^/0^- 


Furthermore  I  feel  that  3<W  reduction  of  AUMs  in  my  allot- 
tment is  unfounded  and  unfair.  In  1988and  1989  due  to  draught 
and  other  conditions  I  took  a  voluntary  non-use  in  the  Upton 
Mt.  Allottment.  Prior  to  this  time  I  observed  a  large  number  of 
tresspass  cattle  in  this  allottment.  BLM  was  informed  of  this, 
but  there  was  never  any  action  taken.  I  feel  that  because  of  the 
draught  conditions  and  the  tresspass  cattle,  that  when  the 
monitoring  was  done  the  allottment  was  in  poor  condition,  (thus 
my  reasons  for  voluntary  non-use.). 

At  this  tjoe,  in  my  opinion  that  allottment  is  in  as  good  a 
condition  as  it  has  been  in  my  life  time  and  I  have  lived  on 
this  family  operated  ranch  for  46  years. 


114-1  Refer  to 
114-2  Refer  to 
114-3    Refer  to 


response  2-63. 
2-11. 


f  UhJ  W)AI 
-/AS33    //. 
J//NB3,    OK     97/J? 


\9.E/iu  ot  i-nNd  ////imnaemENi 
Hlk    7V-/&.S33    //toy.    <& 


FeLruprv  1/.  11 1o 
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JZT  hope,    vau  r\nvB  iheutki   £J>e  THakm    Ki'vers 
TlBIU    ikRouon,    ikonou.<ihly. 


I) 


y? 


kivo 


^Ct    doES  only    a, 


£/>£  iwpodwcz  of  Inn) J  owhJEAs  ? 

aeoj  £o  EN<U>uAA4£  AN  J <EEp 

/fl/vd  pn'tVJiie    atumnskip.   We     will   Use   our. 

jFkEEdot*  /tn/J  s±REtua£h    wiik'uv  our.  unifoN 

if  uje  Jose  ike  nRivfiie  /an 'J  owner.  •  The 

mnyshe.    of  Hie    AJesF  is  AW  AU>fn\   kid  toy 


ko 


rr 


r£K(  wkeiu   it    mi<?k£     n\E/)N  ' 


ireimoRRjouj    £fiE    HunxjER.     -'of  you*  C-ki/dRElV. 

X-rtWd  TEfidke-s   us  Jbo  cleVEiop     our.  y*v'nJs; 
our.   H/wds.   ft/uJ  our  tovwhky    A/ud  is  ike  Sons, 
of  RBftli-hy  /     food   can  onIv   mftke    ii 
ikiiouqh    IhnJ    io  us  . 


_2T    ftafLEE    hlxER-E   is    ftbUSE  JLo  -fr/iE   Mfi)J 
buir    -/kirk  is   where  you  can  b£  mosi  helpful 

Jl'REdiil 

ip. 


<oy  skipulnfirva  A/vd  iEAcJiinjo'  with 

r\OlO    ' SENSE      EXOE&'l'gfiJtEal     WIH^He 


IfiAJd,    Wlhk    iJe 


>J  luiik    Ho/VEsty   4-  ifiutkl 


fkasJom   /)/u<J  s/zRE/uaik     uiiikin)  our.   Nnifoh 
if  uje  Use  He  pR'wikie  /an  J  owner.  .  ~7He 

—  ..J..         J-    //_    'hi      J.    .      __.    _    J-r    J.       ( 


ly: 


ofihe 


We 


vjesz.    is  AN  f)w7ul    hi  a   toy 
h-o    piny  Kj'tH\)  wIieiu  it   yniaki    **e/?v  ' 
jtetnoRjuu}    £|,e    WunXfER.     4>"f  v/OUA.   d\\\ UreN '. 


l-flN<l   ZEAlItES    us  J:o    oIeveu 
our.   H/nvds,  find  our  tountRs/ 


p     OUR.   KxvnJs, 
aaiJ  is  ike  Idase 


of  RMflli-ky /    food  can  ouly  make   ii 
iknoua^    Ifuvd   ho  us . 

JZ    ftQREE    hhEKE    IS    f) loUSE  £.0  -k^E    /a/uJ 

lout-    ihrt  is   wkEXE  you  <tAN  h>E  most  hElpful 
di REckiiva- y  siipulA-firaa  md  iEAcJtfruo  uiitU. 

torr\Tr\OPi      SENSE     EXpEk.U£/VtE<i    tvi'H      ^E 

Jam  J,  ujihh  idsAs,  fi/vd  luiik  Hon/Esiy  4-  i/tutkl 

f^ERE  is  Room  -£>«.  us  aI/;   wko    Will  uje    J/'s^ea/ 
io/    io    L>e  hhE    GtA£a£  hjr/)ch£A  ? 


Mo  STaai    Hoi:  To n  jz[\E  TKree  f(; 


PI* 


Th™& 


TKere  is  Room  f>R_  us  till,   u)ho    will  uje    }is£em 
ho,     it     \>E    hh£    (y-RJ-Ai    hEAcheR  ? 


No   J^A/n    Hoi:    Tor.  fke  1T\ree   f{ivERs   PIan- 

Appendix  11-116 


116 


ource  Management  Plan 
e,  and  for  most  people 


rage  urban  res 
ons,  tho  they  i 


|  fences  and  re 


ranch  and  3  other  ranches. 


inly  felt  good  e  coul 
because  the  BLM  said 
The  Fish  &  Wildlife  t 


tanker  to  haul 


116-1  The 


[razing  fee  Is  published 
.tteea  do  contribute  to  a 
ills,  fences,  reservoirs 
>aylng  for  electricity  on 
■lala  for  project  constru 


inually    la  the    Pederal  Register, 
/arlety  of  construction   projects  such 
id  springs.   Permittees  are   responsible 
*ells.    Contributions  of  money,    time   or 
Lion  also  cone  fro*  ODFW,   USDA-PS, 


Izaak  Walton  League,   among  others. 


116-2  Refer 


"cat"  and  pulled  4  men  from  our  hay  crew 

Salt  is  another  forgotten  donation  from 
furnished,  at  least  in  our  area,  to  wi Id 


a  fire.  We  took  a  large  truck  & 
help  fight  fire  for  several  days. 


lid  meadows  wi 


rlnp. 


In  fall  and  early  winter,  the  wild  life  feeds  on  the  hay  we  have  bunch 
Therefore,  it  is  disproportionate  to  associate  only  a  paid  fee  with  th 
ranchers  use  of  his  permit.  He  contributes  much  more  to  both  BLM  and 
&  Game  agencies  than  he  Is  ever  credited.  These  expensive  and  extensi 
Improvements  ranchers  make  are  a  constant  up-grading  for  the  existing 
life  habitat. 


116-2  I  Perhaps, 


ontributlon  should  be  made  by  the  BLM 


r  office,  so  people 
-  Ranch  Permittee  is 
involving  not  only 


ftZZ^O.QLus 
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<aii  JAN  2  3  IS 
BURNSDJSIHIC7  6LM 


117-1         Refer  to  response  12- 
117-2  Refer  to  response   3-6 


significance,     the   BLM    shou 
dryland    heritage    given    to 


rangeland    for    wildlife    must    be    gi 
Forks    of    the    Malheur    River    with    t 
River    should    be    so    designated. 
This    fragile    area    demands   restore 


oeu 


(Professor  of  Geography,  University  of  Orego 
1820  Olive  Street 
Eugene,  OR  97401 
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Oregon   97324    487-7348 


District  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Manageme 
HC-7412533  Hwy  20  West 
Hines.  OR   97738 


The  DEIS 
primari ly  to  e 
should  be  tow 
protecting  o 1 1 


sacrificing  of   these 


Quality 


to  see   that  the  Bu 
properly   fund  thes 

Plan  when  it  arrive; 


Impac 

Stat 

ment. 

catt 

its   management 
needs,  rather  t 

nan  actl 
or  grazi 

ng 

ical 
inane 

'aHl 

I  will  t 

eed  public 
e  1  obby  i  ng 

the  preferred  alternative,  livestock  would  be  temporarily 
from  streams  with  poor  water  quality  until  conditions 
have  improved  to  fair.  There  is  no  excuse  for  this!  Considering 
the  high  number  of  areas  with  poor  water  quality  the  BLM  should 
aggressively  pursue  returning  water  quality  to  good/excellent  and 
then  adopting  management  procedures  to  maintain  water  quality  at 
that  level. 


Thank  you . 


the  Burns  District  Wetlands 
Also,    see  response  7-12. 


crested  wheatgrass  should  stop  until   the  effect 

of  replac 

native  grasses  on  bird  populations  is  known. 

Wetlands   containing   vegetation   of  importance 

to   nest 

birds  should   not  be  allowed   to  be  grazed  until  wel 

1   after 

nesting  season   is  completed.    It   is  remarkable  to 

difference  in  quality  of  nesting  habitat  where  cows  c 

the  vegetation  there  is  of  sufficient  height  to  provi 

protection  for  nesting  species  and  their  young. 

No  spraying  of  herbicides  should  take  place  for 

range   improvement,  since  the  effects  of  many  of  the 

se  chemici 

118-3 
118-4 
118-5 
118-6 
118-7 


Refer  to  response  11-27. 
Refer  to  Response   1-23. 
Refer  to  response  3-6. 
Refer 


The  BLM  management 
resources,   as  well 
purposes.   There 
unknown  properties 
will  Intensify  at  k 

Refer  to  responses 


Jlgnlflcan 
ind   13-7. 


Off   Road  Vehi 


I    Htdd?eP 


The     BLM     should  more     aggressively     pursue  wild     and  scenic 

gnation   for  more   rivers     to   include  all    of   the  South  Fork  and 

Fork  Malheur   Rivers.    Bluebucket   Creek,    and  Silvies  River. 
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Bureau  of  Lar* 
HC  74  12533  I 


The  planning  criteria  used  in  guiding  planning  efforts  are  shown  on 
pp.  1-5  and  1-8  (DRMP/DEIS).  These  criteria  incorporate  all  nine  of 
the  FLPMA  Section  202(c)  criteria  (not  just  numbers  1  and  3)  and  were 

development  of  all  alternatives,  including  the 
Preferred  Alternative.  Criteria  for  the  Composition  of  the  Preferred 


ehalf  of  W.J.  Hoyt  &  Sons  Ranches,  I  must  express  our  concern  of 
BLM  Draft  Three  Rivers  RMP/EIS.  In  accordance  with  the  Federal 
Use  Policy  Management  Act  of  1976,  Section  202c,  items  1.)  and 
ae  used  in  planning  would  be: 

abserve  the  principles  of  multiple  use  and 


119-2 
119-3 
119-4 


native  (p.  2-3,  DRMP/DEIS) 
ion  to  the  other  planning  c 
ing  management  emphasis. 

to   response   2-11. 

to  response  2-87. 


i  i  :.■ 


anagement 


In  the  Preferred  Alternative,   "Alternative  C",   under  Criteria  for  the 
Composition  of  the  Preferred  Alternative,  much  special  attention  is 
given  to  the  Waterbased  systems;   riparian,  aquatic,  wetlands,   and  playa 
habitats,   to  Oregon  Natural  Heritage  Plan  cell  needs,   the  Special 
status  species  habitat,   the  Big  Game  Habitat,   and  the  need  to  protect 
and  enhance  the  unique  Kiger  mustang  herd.     Your  criteria  gives  very 
little  recognition  for  need  to  protect  the  domestic  livestock  grazing 
rights.     While  we  recognise  the  need  to  protect  the  afore  mentioned 
Natural  Resources,  We  feel  a  greater  emphasise  must  be  placed  on  the 
domestic  livestock  grazing  rights. 


119-2    |    W.J.   Hoyt  and  Sons  has  experienced  a  significant  "cut"  in  AUM's  in 

several  of  their  BLM  Allotments,   that  will  greatly  effect  production. 
It  is  unfair  that  misleading  data  was  used  in  arriving  at  this  AUM 
reduction . 


W.J.   HOYT  SONS 

RANCHES 


PO.   BOX  647  -   BURNS.   OREGON   •  97720  ■  (503)  5  7  3 
'The  Nation's  Largest  Producer  of  Registered  Shorthorn  Cattle" 


This  misleading  data  was 
of  this  ranch,  during  drought  years,  while  protecting  the  Public  Lands 
under  our  stewardship.     We  are  being  penalized  for  good  management 
during  dry  years, the  reduction  in  our  grazing  capacity  represents  a 


Over  the  next  three  years,  we  will  lose  a  minimum  of  approximately  626 
AUM's,  this  represents  a  $30,000.00  loss  to  this  ranch.  Please  note, 
as  yet,   less  than  half  of  our  Allotments  have  gone  thru 


used  by  the  BLM,  to  gather 
i  improperly  applied 
e  at  their  conclusions. 


Feel  that  giving  wildlife  and  wildhorses  grazing  pri« 
over  domestic  livestock  is  inconsistent  and  unfair  b 
struggling  beef  producers. 

Stand  firm  beside  ■ 
and  endorse  their 
Rivers  RMP/EIS. 


Sincerely, 
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319  6.W.  Pine  Street 
P.O.  BOX  3623 
Portland,  OR   97208- 


Reply  to: 
Date: 


Mr.  Dean  Bibles,  Director 
USDI  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.O.  Box  2965 
Portland,  OR  97208 


Dear  Mr.  Bible 


Plan/Envi 
Hal  and  J 
Malheur  a 

the  BLM  D 

adjacent 
conflicts 


Jay  an 


R34E  (l 
43).  1 
lands  i 


-  and  Jim  Kemston  prepared  tnis 
Land  Management  (BLM)  Draft  Reso 
onmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS) 
m  are  District  Rangers  located  a 
lal  Forests. 


i   Ochoco  Nat 
Lth  Jay  Carl: 


lson  of  BLM  on 

misunderstood 
Forest  lands, 


;  extrem 
lirectio 


rce  Management 
o   eliminate  duplication 
Burns,  Oregon  for  the 


January  5,  to  discuss 
:ly  productive.   They 
i,  determine  management 
.ify  some  potential 


that  to  a  large  extent  the  BLM  management  is  consistent 
he  Ochoco  National  Forest  Plan  and  the  proposed  Malheur 
rest  Plan.   Being  a  programmatic  resource  plan  rather 
ocation  resource  plan  like  the  Forest  Service  plans, 

limited  number  of  specifics.   It  will  be  imperative  as 
nt  your  Plan  that  we  coordinate  closely  on  management 
on  boundaries  to  ensure  compatible  management. 

ew  apparent  inconsistencies.   These  were  discussed  with 
documented  below. 

Visual  Quality  Objective  for  FR  41  on  the  Snow  Mountai 
rict  is  Retention  as  per  the  Ochoco  National  Forest 
ages  3-51  of  the  BLM  Plan,  the  visual  management 
or  BLM  land  along  a  portion  of  FR  41  in  Section  10, 
responds  to  the  National 
ve  of  Modification.   Jay  did 
problem  to  have  the  BLM 


s  Level 
:e  Visu 
that  i 


Level  IV 


Quality  Object 
nt  with  the  For 


LM  proposes  a  Wild  and  Sc 
alheur  River  segment  pass 
ied  as  Segment  A,  Middle 

ion  15,  T18S,  R34E.   Howe 


Ser 


ng  through  Section  16,  T18S, 
'ork  Malheur  River,  pp.  3-42, 
rould  include  National  Forest 
'er,  this  would  not  conflict 


of  Land  Management 


dene i  t y 

agle  protect! 


naging  eagle  protection  differs  slightly, 
nagement  areas  around  nests  and  roosts  agree, 
Forest  identifies  "potential"  roosting 
ly,  the  Snow  Mountain  Ranger 


habitat. 

roost  sites  and  the  Ochoco  Nati 
protection  of  potential  roost  t 
sites  (Ochoco  National  Forest  PI 
Rivers  Plan  calls  for  protection  of  existing 
that  are  subseguently  found  to  be  occupied, 
any  potential  sites  for  Bald  Eagle  roosting. 
Ochoco  National  Forests  both  contain  roost  s 
any  active  nest  sites.  Three  active  roost  s 
roost  sites  have  been  identified  on  the  Burn 
identification  of  potential  sites  is  felt  to 
there  are  options  in  the  future  to  provide  f 
population  or  provide  an  alternative  should 


.-. .  >■  i 


isting 

t  Three 
/  sites 
identify 


es  and  15  potentie 
Ranger  District. 
e  important  to  ins 
an  expanding 


able  fc 


Thi 


Bald  Eagle  Recovery  Plan  for  Oregon  and  Washington  (January 
Management  plans  will  be  completed  for  the  three  roost  sites 
the  Burns  Ranger  District  within  the  next  five  years.  Due  t 
close  proximity  to  BLM  land  it  is  important  that  a  high  degr 


ice  biologists  discuss  the  bald  eagle 
tegy  within  their  respective  plans  to 
ementation  of  the  Federal  Recovery  Pla 


restricted  season  for  management  activities  around  eagle  roosts 

er  District  and  BLM,  and  between  BLM  and  the  Snow  Mountain 
er  District.   We  were  unable  to  locate  any  reference  to  a 
ricted  season  of  use  in  the  BLM  Plan.   This  is  of  concern  as 
Ochoco  National  Forest  Plan  has  travel  restrictions  to  protect 
e  roosts  on  adjacent  BLM  land.   See  Item  7. 


8.  The  BLM  Plan,  in  Table  2.1-9,  ca 
management  activities  within  660  feet  of 
to  August  15.   The  Ochoco  National  Fores 

to  August  15,  and  for  other  raptors  Marc 


restriction  of 
ests  from  March  1 
n  pages  4-428  and 


i'LM 


Ranger  Districts  have  a  number  of  mutual 
bees.   It  is  important  that  oui 
it  as  possible  to  reduce  the  potential 


ng  the  si 


Land  Management 


the  proposed  Malheur  Natic 


!  Ii-ll 


for  all 
/ers  Act. 


In 


segments 
addition, 


■eas  (Appendix,  pp.  9- 

n  the  proposed  Malheur  Natio 
:  uses  could  exist  wit 
:  are  protected.   The 


Forest  Pla 


173). 


ies  most  of  the  Silvies  Valley  as 
32,  33).   The  winter  range  is  shown 
rest  boundary  on  the  Burns  Ranger 
rresponding  winter  range  shown  on 
tional  Forest  lands  at  various  locations  west  of  Highway 
the  Silvies  Valley.   East  of  Highway  395,  the  identified 
range  is  reasonably  consistent. 


ussing  th 
d  Wildlife  (ODFW) 
Agency's  area  of 
n  the  BLM  land  ma 


,  we  found  that  the  Oregon  Department 
s  involved  in  identifying  winter  range 
sponsibility ,  but  the 


It 


*ry  tc 


WV|« 


BLM  and  Forest  Service  lands.  Two  possibil 
ither  there  is  a  biological  explanation  for 
=  lines  are  correct  or  different  information 
winter  ranges  on  BLM  land.  We  are  not  aware 
s  which  have  updated  winter  range  use  in  tha 

the  ODFW  personnel  at  the  Burns  office  coul< 
tter.  ODFW  input  regarding  winter  range  lin 
rial  Forest  was  provided  in  1982. 
f  respective  Agencies  discuss  thi: 


shown  primarily  agrees  wil 
tional  Forest  lands.  The  « 
Mountain  Ranger  District, 


.  3-30,  31, 


Both  the  Ochoco 


nd  Malheur  National  Forest  management  for 
Habitat  Effectiveness  Indices  (HEI) .  The 
providing  30  to  60  acre  blocks  of 


rvice  biologists  discuss  thi 
choco  biologists  question  tt 
to  produce  thermal  cover,  t 
percent  crown  closure,  etc). 


allotments 


standards  to  resolve  riparian 
:he  BLM  calls  for  removal  of 
i  for  a  five  year  period, 
t  would  allow  50  percent  use  of 
nd  30  percent  use  on  upland 


optic 
Riparian  Areas 


lso  institutes  these  ut 
Range  Mgmt  Levels     Max.  Use  %  Grasses 


litable  Range  Not  Ripar 


Range  Mgmt  Levels 


Shrublands 


Max.  Use  % 


Sat.    Unsat. 


0-35 

Percent  allowable  use  is  driven  and  prescribed  by  management 
intensities  A  (not  shown  in  above  table;  in  FSM  2200),  B,  C, 
The  use  standards  are  Pacific  Northwest  Regional  direction  an 
to  be  used  unless  more  site-specific  objectives  are  approved 
individual  Allotment  Management  Plans.  This  applies  to  all 
National  Forests  with  permitted  livestock  grazing  and  aids  in 
consistent  dealing  with  the  same  permil 
Forests. 


diffe 


nt  Nati 
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of  Land  Managem 


10.   In  Table  2.1-3  and  2.1-31,  32,  BLM  direction  calls  for 
closure  of  all  roads  not  needed  for  administration  or  fire 
purposes,  allowing  all  types  of  Off  Road  Vehicles  (ORV)  use  in 
designated  open  areas  except  where  unacceptable  resource  impacts 
are  occurring  or  are  likely  to  occur,  maximizing  development  of  ORV 
ountry  routes  (including  those  for  snowmobiles  and 
ncrease  the  number  of  out-of -county  users. 


motorcycles)  to 
developing  trail; 

paraphrased 


cities 


ite 


It  would  appear  that  this 
significant  impact  to  fori 
Since  no  specific  locations  are  gi 
exactly  what  this  impact  would  be. 
wording  added  that  would  emphasize 
developments  or  road  closures  adja 
boundaries  of  either  Ranger  Distri 


Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to 


?&J?£~^ 


F.     BUTRUILLE 


atic 


ild  have  the  potentia 
and  to  our  managemen 
it   is   impossible  to 


Malheur  NF 
Ochoco  NF 
PLAN   -  Nygren 


to   the  USDA-FS  Retention  Class 
Refer  to  response   3-6. 


lsual  Management  System. 


srals  management   In  designated  Wild  and   Scenic  Rivers  will  be 

abllshed   through  Federal  legislation,    If  any,   which  establishes 

sr  classification  and   the   USDA/USDI   Secretarys-   guidelines  for 


river  management. 


PRMP/FEIS. 

Refer  to   response   120-4. 


and  USDA-FS  maps  were  discussed  at  an 
etlng  on  April  11,    1990,   and  consequently, 
jen  made.    See  Maps  WL-1  and  WL-2, 


requirement   is   being  met 

within  t 

^e   timber   treatment 

areas  and   the 

objective   is  to  continue 

to  provide  for   these   needs. 

Coordination 

between  agencies   is  essential  and 

will  continue.   Als 

3,    refer  to 

response   7-25. 

in  a  1982  inventory,    no 

otential 

roost   sites  were  discovered.   The 

sites  were  used   to 

search  for 

potential  sites,   but   none 

Jnd.   The  subsequent 

Bald   Eagle 

Winter  Roost  HMP  of   1985 

outlined 

specific  actions  n 

eded   to  ensure 

that   the  Burns  District's 

portion 

of   the  Pacific   Bald  Eagle  Recovery 

Plan  would   be  accomplish^ 

d.    Since 

that  time,    the  HMP 

has   been  fully 

Implemented  and   reviewed 

rly   basis.   The  Prop 

jsed  Plan  has 

been  revised   to  Include  USDA-FS   1 

)f  any  new  or 

ongoing  management  actions  as  thi 

coordination  is  e 

sentlal   to  the 

cess  of  the  HMP  actions.  Also,  the  cooperative  agreements  arrived 
through  the  KMP  process  were  not  felt  to  have  significant  impacts 
other   programs  and  were   not  analyzed   in  the  RMP. 

restrictions  are  dependent   on  the  specific   needs  of   the   species 


er  to   response  2-7. 

er  to  responses  1-22  and  1-23.  The 
ss-country  ORV  travel  (use  of  roads 
clarify  the  manage 
imizing  developmen 
itional  management 
enhance  ORV  man 


tion  pertaining 
od  trails)  has  b 
to  the  exclusio 
e   by  out-of-coun 


121 


Re:       DRMP/EIS 


The  Biscuitroot  Cultural  ACEC  has  been  proposed  for  designation; 
however,  detailed  and  specific  use  protocols  will  be  determined  i 
management  plan  tailored  to  the  requirements  of  the  subject 
traditional  activities.  Native  American  consultation  will  be  the 
basis  for  any  site-specific  restrictions,  Inasmuch  as  this  ACEC 
locality  Is  considered  to  be  a  "common  area"  for  Native  peoples  t 
use   for  root  gathering. 


While   t 

he   crops  are   nutritious  and  have  a   cash  value    in 

trade, 

the    people    rely   upon    the    wild    root    crops    in    modern 

days   pr 

imarily    for    their    value   as   an    important    cultural    t 

in  educ 

ating   and    creating   awareness    of    young    tribal    peopl 

ine  wild  plant  resource  and  Its  use  by  Indian  people  i 
sensitive  to  gravel  pit  activities  (concurrent  use  is 
desirable;  pit  expansion  is  a  threat)  and  drought  year 
livestock  grazing  (resource  is  vulnerable  to  competlti 
The  livestock  compete  especially  for  the  yampa  (Peride 
bolanderi)    which    tends    to   grow   under    moist    conditions 


-1   I   I    agree    with   your    rec 

I  peoples   be  allowed   to 
|  unrestricted. 


73h 


(2^^- 


Cultural  Anthropologist 
1951  N.w.  Walmer  Drive 
Portland,  OR  97229 
(503)  297-3449 
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£©-***  t~»  e^JT^-. 


122-1  This  definition  and   set  of   criteria  closely  resemble   those   currently 

being  used   by   both  the   Burns  Ranger  District   (Halheur  National 
Forest)   and    the   Snow  Mountain  Ranger  District   (Ochoco  National 
Is*-       vmfru*.     JL     i^CCU^j^      Lcjf—  sl^,  JJ      _  ljt  j,  Forest).  A  composite  definition  and  criteria  have  been  formulated  for 

this  plan.   See  Proposed  Plan,  Table  2.4. 


CfVvceriAt^     iAe,   Tloree.  \hojui    RfhP 

■WW.    u     *_  A^Ch^  I*  u+*_  A,  old  r^Uc-* 

posCes,      c/d  qs*ujiU 
t&**acfU''sfrcs     U.     IC^      A.JL-    j-r-  1  J_    -       ? 

"TrWJ«       ZU-      CArt«vuj      0(M>^_   -h      &*-£      a~JL       jAe^Koy 

■}  Kxi^um     is^cce^      l^xIC    6c<i_, 


c^ 


T0:13894B19 


Tim  Llllebo  -  (R.  Brown  2/6/90) ) 

2.     the  .i»  of  the  are.  .hould  generally  be  no  less  than  40 

ma^lKe^^^^^ 

mature,  overmature,  and  deoadent  tree  components  I 

3  in  addition  to  the  layer  provided  by  large  overstory  trees,  at 

Ue.t  oni  reoogn!«ble  layer  of  seedlings,  sapling.,  or  pole. 

present) 

4.  (0)  one  or  more  standing  14"  <JbS  or  larger  snags  per  MM! 

S   (0)  3-6  (10)  large  (greater  than  12"  dbh  at  largest  end)  8 

loci  long  log.' being  abortion  of  the  overall  wooody  material 

component ; 

6.  native  .hrub  canopy  cover  of  (0)  20-40  (60)%  ««^»te*  ^  a 
variety  of  native  herbaceous  plants  composed  of  grasses,  sedges, 
and  forbs. 


'adapted  with  modifications  from  material  prepared  by  Bill 
Hcpkins,  area  ecologist  for  Fremont,  Wlnema,  Deschutes  and  Ochoco 
National  Forests.  Numbers  in  parentheses  lndloate  low  and  high 
ends  of  a  range. 
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Joshua  L.  Warburton,  Distric 
Burns  District  Office 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
HC  74-12533  Highway  20  West 
Hines,  OR  97738 


Riddle  Ranch  . 


The  January  17,  1990  Riddle  Ranch  and  Western  Range  Servi 
Comments   and   Response   to   the   Draft   Three   Rivers   Resour 


Management  Plan  and  Envi 


ruis  response  is  our  endorsement  of  such  Riddle  Ranch 
document.  Their  response  has  been  submitted  to  you.  I!e  do  not 
include  a  full  copy  of  text  only  for  the  reason  that  it  would  be 
an  exact  duplication  of  the  Riddle  Ranch  document. 


supplemental  tc 


principal  response 


City  State    zip  Code 

Stature  ^T~ 


ujrns  District  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
HC  74-12533  W.  Highway  20 
Hines.  OR  97338 


124 


I  am  opposed  to  the  fencing  of  80.9  miles  of  stream  in  this  RMP,  resulting  in  a  loss  of 

28.937  AUM's  for  5  years  or  more.  Often  the  permittee  loses  much  more  than  the  creek 

bottom  sith  the;fence:extending  beyond  the  creek  bank.  The  promise  of  off-site  forage 
to  replace  temporary  reductions  may  not  become  a  reality. 


BLM  lists  Riddle  Creek 


Creek  as  having  poor  surface  water  quality  and  poor 
e  to  warm  water  temperature  and  silt.  However  during 
e  plentiful  in  these  streams.  Research  has  proven  tha 


P  a  workable  tool  of  manag 
rogram.  Presently,  little 
of  Juniper.  These  trees 


such  as  burning,  could  be  implemented  into  BLM's 
being  done  to  rescue  the  drainage  areas  from  thes 
intercept  much  of  the  moisture,  leaving  little  water  tor  plant  me. 

Antelope,  deer  and  elk  have  greatly  increased  in  herd  population  in  the  past  ten  years, 
which  proves  the  vegetation  is  pi^nti-foK  Ten  years  ago  Riddle  Mountain  alotment  had 
few,  if  any  elk. 

The  Kiger  and/or  Riddle  Mountain  wild  horse  Herd  Management  Area  should  not  be  expanded. 
Many  of  the  HMA's  in  this  RMP  have  herd  numbers  far  beyond  the  minimum  and  often  more 
than  the  maximum.  Stallions  from  the  wild  horse  corral  in  Burns  should  not  be  returned 
to  the  range. They  pugh.t:to  be  casterated  and  placed  for  adoption  or  destroyed.  Since 

I  cattle  have  priority  over  wild  horses  in  public  land  forage,  one  must  question  the 
legality  of  clasifying  wild  horse  HMA's  as  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern.. 

I  Mineral  exploration  and  mining  should  be  allowed  to  continue  in  this  RMP,  since  Eastern 

Oregon  public  lands  are  rich  in  minerals.  Also  energy  possibilities  must:-,  receive 
I  high  priority.  Public  lands  must  remain  in  multiple-use  with  recreation  allowed. 

Maintain  timber  harvest  and  livestock  grazing  in  forested  areas  in  the  RMP  under  present 

I  management  system.  There  is  no  scientific  proof  that  livestock  grazing  is  harmful  to 
long  bill  curlew  and  raptor,  due  to  livestock  grazing.  Cattle  have  grazed  for  more 


No  private  property  should  be  sold  to  the  federal  government. only  land  exchange  when 
feasible.  Roads  should  not  be  closed  and  re-habil itated  without  considering  ranchers 
needs.  Under  the  current  management  system,  Drewsey  EIS,  the  total  AUM's  issued  tuigh 
remain  the  same  until  BLM  monitoring  data  indicates  a  decline  in  available  forage.  BLI 
area  managers  isould  identify  anything  of  concern  in  each  allotment  and  work  with 
ranchers  to  provide  a  solution  before  it  becomes  a  problem.  Many  of  the  alternative 
proposals,  if  implemented,  are  in  violation  of  the  multiple-use  concept  of  the  Taylor 
Grazing  Act.  Any  reduction  in  livestock  grazing  AUM's  will  have  an  adverse  effect 
on  the  local  economy. 


Thank  you  for 


opportunity 


make 


icerely,  B  .,- 

nnie  Otley  ''-Je»?-7vL«_j  &344}-^/ 


124-1 
124-2 


esponse  5-10. 


Reter 
Refer 


The  practice  of  prescribed  burning  and  the  felling  of  juniper 
has  been  proposed  in  the  PRMP/FEIS.  The  implementation  of  thi 
process  is  expected  to  be  ongoing  year  after  year.  For  inform 
prescribed   fire  constraints  and  wildfire  suppression  policy   r 


There  is  currently  a 
horses  gathered  from 
Report   to  Congress  or 
Horse   and   Burro  Act, 

the   range . 
i  the  Adminl 

ess   foi 
This  pi 

disposing 
n  of  the  Wi 

ltllned 

!ss  wild 
in  the  7th 
Free-Roaming 

i- 

Regular  adoption 

i  program  at 

full   fees. 

2. 

Special  adoption 

s  at  altere 

d  fees. 

Training  of  wild  horses  at  prisons  by  Inma 
animals  to  be  made  available  for  adoption, 
within  30  days  after  training  should  be  ha 
and  4,   and   if   not  adopted  within  30  days, 


Castration  or  other  sterilization  measures  do   remain  an  option  und 
the  Wild  and   Free-Roaming  Horse  and  Burro  Act;   however,    these 
measures  have   proven  to  be  unfeasible  and  are  no   longer  used   very 
extensively  as  a  method  of  control. 


Also, 

refer  to   responses  2-68  ai 

124-5 

Refer 

to  responses  2-6  and  2-68, 

124-6 

Refer 

to   response  52-1. 

124-7 

Refer  to   responses  1-15,   2-79  ar 
restrictions  are   proposed   for  r* 

124-8 

Refer 

to   responses  4-14   and  6-1C 

124-9 

Refer 

to   response  2-81. 

124-10 

Refer 

to   response   2-11. 

ivestock  grazing 
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Oregon  Trout  125 

Speaking  out  for  Oregon's  fish 


►97219*  (503)246-7870 


125-1         Refer 


125-2  The  proposed   buffers  have  been  effective  at  decreasing 

Into  the   small  v-shaped   canyons  characteristic  of   those   found   In 
forested  areas  of   the  planning  area. 


Anyone  with  some  knowledge  of  our  n 
low  ecological  condition  of  many  of 
rs    Resource   Area.      A  significant   red 
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like    Poa    pratensls,    ha 
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ve   greatly 
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ZtTlil 

poten 
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produce   red   me 

Th.,\ 

been   reduced  by  60   to  902. 

s    my 

If    manag 

tlve  managemen 
that  manageme 

.      It   1 
nt  decl 

le   from 

lal  for   the  long   term  benefits  of 
made    from  a   biological   basis, 
a  political  basis  we  will  all  be 

but  animal   dlstrlt 

utlon. 

Rlpa 

Ian  zones  are 

unlikely    to   re 

pond   to 

pastures  are 

Riparian  areas  are 

ntly 

vergrazed   eve 

Total    forage  may   be  adequ 

t  if  livestock 

reas  are    frequently 

the    focal   poln 

of  use, 

leading   to  overgra 

zing  ev 

an   understocked   pasture.      Fencing    the 

most  effectiv 

tools   lr 

wards   maximizing    their   poten 

lal 

benefits.      Timing 

frequency  of 

use   by   livesto 

ainta 

traditional   season 

also  be  evalu 

rly  on  at 

early  off,    which  has  work 

1  in  parts  of 

central   Oregon 

Brainstorming  wit! 

dustry  may  als 

develop 

cooperation  which 

is  crl 

leal 

lace   the  majo 

lty  of   the  riparian  zone 

dings. 

Ian   zones  will 

develop 

re    that 

increase  capt 

re  of    sediment 

store  water.      Thl 

means 

Km;;- 

growing  seas 

ns  and  higher 

uallty 

cent  water    flows    throughout    the  year, 
quatic   habitat,    wildlife   habitat, 
quality  and   quantity,    a 


Cone 

era  for  fire  d 

ue   to  lack 

of   road  access 

and  build   up  of    fuels 

in    these 

zones   should  n 

ot  be  a  co 

ncera.      Fire   played  an    important 

1  role   in  deve 

Loping  plant  ecosystems    1 

n    the  Great  Basin.      Pre 

fire   frequencl 

from  8   to   12  ye 

30  years    in    the  mountain 

big   sagebrush 

communities.      Riparian 

systems  were    frequently 

European  settlement. 

hese   plant    sys 

eriodlc    fire.      This 

rue   of    the 

juniper   Is    rapidly 

invading 

.      If  allowed 

o  continue    the    Increase 

r  woodlands  wi 

11   have  a 

negative  effec 

on    the  watershed  with 

,   decrease 

d  water   storage 

and    Increased  water 

loss    fron 

the  watershed 

due    to  ev 

apotransplratic 

Reduction  of  roads 

In    the   Three   Rivers  Area 

is  a   positive  move 

forward. 

Logging  buffe 

rs  adjacen 

t   to  riparian  a 

reas,    however,    are  not 

adequate 

partlculary    1 

n    the  0    to 

40%   slope   cate 

gory,      movement  of 

■ivn 


ely   hope    the    BLH  does  not  decide    to  go  with    the   s 

air  to  poor  condition  and  A4.35Z  continuing  to  de< 
re  producing  far  below  their  potential  for  all  re; 
values.  It  Is  time  to  move  forward  with  aggressive  management 
benefit  everyone.  Although  Increased  inputs,  such  as  fencing, 
expensive  many  resource  benefits  will  be  realized  in  the  long 
outlook.  If  we  do  not  manage  theses  ecosystems  in  an  aggressi 
creative  manner,    from  a    sound   biological  basis,   we  will   contln 
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Department  of  Fish  and  Wildlife 

506  SW  MILL  STREET,  P.O.  BOX  59.  PORTLAND,  OREGON  97207 
February   5,    1990 


126 


Joshua  L.  Warburton 
District  Manager 
HC  74-12533 


I':-.". 


gement  Plan. 


Our  district  staff  has  subsequently  contacted  me  ti 
apprehension  over  an  item  in  Table  2.1:  Management 
Directives  by  Alternatives.  The  point  of  concern  is  fou 
page  31,  under  the  column  for  the  preferred  alternative 
reads:  "Maximize  the  development  of  usable  ORV  areas  an 
cross-country  routes  (including  snowmobiles  and 
motorcycles) ,  including  areas  away  from  the  population 
centers  in  the  county,  to  increase  the  number  of  out-of 
county  users." 

The  Department  is  concerned  about  the  possible  negative 
impacts  of  encouraging  increased  ORV  use  from  out-of-co 
users.  In  most  areas  of  the  state  we  have  taken  the  pos 
that  ORV  use  should  be  restricted  to  designated  areas; 
than  those  areas,  ORV's  should  be  required  to  stay  on 
developed  roads  and  follow  the  same  rules  and  regulatio 
highway  vehicles. 


The  Burns 

district,  how 

ever,  is 

some 

than  a  few  local  areas, 

ORV  use 

throughou 

SE  Oregon.  The  Depar 

incnt 

a  unique  opportunity  fo 

r  ORV  en 

ces.  The 

efor 

for  negative 

recommend 

designated  ar 

eas  for  ORVs. 

if  Lt 


oth 


light 
xplore 


The  key  issue  here  is  that  ORV  use  has  histc 
light  and  broadly  distributed.  Such  usage  ca 
the  way  of  negative,  long  term,  environmenta 
provides  much  in  the  way  of  unique  outdoor  c 
high  desert  environment,  however,  is  quite  f 
balance  between  negligible  and  significant  d 
quite  precarious.  Even  one,  relatively  inter 
ORV  use  can  cause  damage  that  may  take  years 


use.  The  Department 
he  BLM.  Current  lev 


The  passage  at  issue  hi 

intends  to  solicit  add 

to  discourage  such  action  by  the 

usage  do  not  require  restrictive 

usage  would  probably  have  a  negative  impact 

pertaining  to  ORV  use  would  probably  have  t 
to  circumvent  these  impacts.  Not  only  would 
unfortunate  loss  of  a  traditional  use,  it  w 
difficult  to  enforce. 


The  Department  recommends  that  the  BLM  take  nc 
encourage  additional  ORV  use.  We  suggest  that 
bottom  of  page  31  be  substituted  with  item  2  c 
of  page  30.  It  reads:  "Develop  usable  ORV  area 
country  routes  (including  snowmobiles  and  mote 
around  the  populated  areas  of  Burns  and  Hines 
the  needs  of  the  local  population  and  the  occc 
by  out-of-county  users  for  cross-country  use. 


implemented 


Thank  you  for  your  considerati 


and 
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^^y^i^a^iA  4ty*&£</  fo  s&jtt/j  /it  /tU4Z4a'  <?s7r<:/Lt/s7z&>, 
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Tfau-ta  ,/^sAjA/A/ia     -flit  .  #j/!7Us 

-Jii—t4J-<a7c&L^&2£a/^tU£7/  ufAt  /u4&i*7 . 

^  unaa/j^/d^May,  alt  /c^n/-  Assail  /Ao 

Ji/uj   ez-cituafid  AAj  Jmj 
/aTzlc  do  sizte.  a  -AzrtttA&xf?  z£ 
cv£&77a4.  c3b  &><J<A  AsU^d^^Ac , 

Me  Va^/tw  asz-ta?i/s2£  ~tAuo  7/^/^i/cm   ^^^u    <^*  - 

slta^UT-  *rz  A.  Ts^A^-fart/rgJ  ^ai/  oA  Aa^j_  /HqCU 
#££ujl.  ■    '/Ac  /3-iopKM^/    ScATA?  J£Z>mj7 TwjZy,    sUa&AA 

*&>  £AuU    £%&y     44.L     7>sA    <&*7    ^7U^><y7?j/^j£>  ^^>lAA 


-1 

Refer  t 

o  responses  2-11, 

2-87  and 

-2 

Refer   t 

o  response  8-4. 

-3 

Refer   c 

o   response   2-63. 

/AcmAc 
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O/^   t*/>*/sa/v 

Sufesa  jf  /s>*>6  sa4/U4<2eyncx//- 
//£  79     I2S-33  A/way  J&  U>. 

////t/es ,  <P*£<&/t;    £77  s& 


Feb  J,/9?<s 


128-1         Refer 
128-2  Refer 

128-3         Refer 


sponses   2-11  and   2-87. 
sponse  2-63. 
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Jay    Carlson 

Burns  District  Office'Burea 
HC  74  12533  Highway  20  West 
Hines,    Oregon    9773B 


planning   Is   prea 


129-2  Refe 


Cattle  Compa 


Management  PI  i 


ree  Rivers  RMP/EIS 


implemented  in 


the  1989  Draft 
in  the  many  page 


negitive  ef  f 


129-2  I  We  request  that  prior  to  issuing  the 
I  using  alternitives  A,  B,  or  C,  that  a  T 
I  be  completed  as  authorised  by  executive 


Three  River  RMP/EIS 


Tagement  Plan  and  Er 
r  views.   This  respc 


>n,  Stocl  growers.  FS 
17,  1990  Riddle  Ranc 

to  the  Draft  Three 
si  Impact  Statement 


■  '  '     :•   d  I!  Jjft 

P.O.     I -:, .   fc •■■J'lilfltjlf]  ?;„W')I4 
Crane,    Oregon    97732 


Jay   Carlson 
Burns   District    Office 
Bureau    of    Land    Hanagemen 
HC   7*      12533   High  lay   20 
Hlnes,     OR    97738 


130 


Dear    Mr.     Carlson: 


130-1    Refe 


ttives   A,     B   and   C    will    result    In    a    substantial    loss    of    our    base 
ilue.        The    proposed   BLM   actions    may   result    In    reducing    the   size 
of   our    operation    so    that    it    is    no    longer    an    economical    unit.        Therefore, 
we    request    that    if   Alternatives   A,     B   or    C   are   considered,     that    prior    tc 
issuing    the    Final     Three    Rivers    Resource    Management     Plan    and    Environmental 
Impact     Statement,     a     'Takings    Implication    Assessment'    be    completed    as 
authorized   by   Executive   Order    12630    (see    the   November    B,     1968   Memorandum 
to    all    Assistant    Secretaries    and   Bureau    Directors   from   Secretary   of 
Interior,     Donald   P.     Model). 


130-1  I      The  ^reallocation    and/or    reduction  of    335  AUM's    livestock    forage 

I  JnAd£iilASa  O/lerk-   A//>/eS  U>^Ilotment  will    reduce    the    value    of   our    base 
|  property  'by   approximately    S           /70"  (Assume    S50   per    AUM    value). 

t&e   in  the   requested    'Takings    Implication 


y   County   CattleWomen,     Stockgrowers,     Parm    Bureau 
e    January    17,     1990   Riddle    Ranch    and    Western 
Response    to    the    Draft     Three   Rivers   Resource 


The  letters  from  the 
Sheep  &  Wool  growers  a 
Range  Service  Comment 
Management    Plan    and   E 


This  response  is  « 
document.  Their  response  has  be 
full  copy  of  text  only  for  the  r 
duplication    of    the    Riddle    Ranch 


Sincerel 


"'"n./LA     A*k.* 

P<o/&ox      /os         6uyi*>?. 

57«s 

City                                          State 

Zip  Code 

?:,  una 
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COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSE 
Prepared   by:     Mitch  and  Linda   Baker 
SUMMARY 
The  Draft  Three  Rivers  Resource  Management  Plan  and   Environme 
Impact  Statement    (Oraft  RMP/EIS)   is   not  needed. 

I  don't  think  we  need  to  do  a  lot  of  fencing  and  make  this   a 
riparian  corridor.     I  also  don't  think  we  need   to  change  the 
'SMC    from   'M'   to   'I'   when  everything  1s   Improving  steadly. 
We  need  to  get  a  good  water  source  1n  the  Plateau  pasture  to 

three  pastures,     This  would  improve  wildlife  in  the  plateau 
and  improve  the  river  riparian  at  even  a  faster  rate  of  return. 

The   removal    of  livestock    from  this    1.5    Intermittent  miles 
of  river  will   disrupt  current  successful    grazing.     It  will    also 
have   long-lasting  adverse  impacts   on  livestock  operations.     Only 
a  portion  of  the  streams   are  publicly  owned.     Therefore,   BLM's 
proposed  actions  will    have  very  little,   if  any,  effect  on 


tnese  years  were  dry  years  and  ran  consecutively  with  each  oth 
Two  of  these  years,   1986  and   1987,   the  river  all   but  went  dry 
during  the  summer.     In  1988  1t  did  dry  up  and   the  only  water 
going  through  this  property  was  what  was   coming   from  Myrtle 
Creek.     The   river  was   dry    from  Myrtle  Creek   up   river. 


The  surface  water  quality  and  aquatic  and   riparian  habitat 
condition  ratings  appear  to  be  inconsistent  and  unreallstlcal ly 
restrictive.      I   f  water  quality  conditions  are  as   poor  as   BUI 
claims,  we  would  expect   that  there  would  be  no  fish  left  in  the 
Resource  Area.     These  water  qual i ty  rati ngs    (surface,   riparian 
and  aquatic)  are  the  basis    for  the  majority  of  the  adverse 
impacts   to  livestock  grazing. 

All   available  information  Indicates   that  current   upland  grazing 
practices  are  having  no  significant  adverse  impact  on  surface  water 


131-4  |         BLH  has   fai 
I   preferred   alte 


dress  many  of  the  advera 
n  livestock  grazing.  Fu 
probably   not  be  availab 


llvles  River 
lotment    I   7033 


cres   of   BLM   land   and  699 


es.     The  platea 


The 


water  1n  this   allotment.     Two  of  the  remaining  three  pastures 
are  basically  private   land.     The  remaining  pasture   is   a  majority 
BLM  land  and  accounts   for  only  approximately  one  third  of  the 
total    1044  BLM  acres.     This  1s  the  only, pasture  that  the  Silvies 
River   runs   completely   through    BLM  property.     This   pasture   does 
not  include   1.5  miles  of  continual    river  side  riparian  and 
fisheries   area  because  the  river  goes  from  Forest  Service  into 
private,  then  to  BLM,  back  to  private,   to  BLM,  and  back  to  pr1 vat 


Allotment  categorization  Is  1 
See  Appendix  1,  Tables  10  anc 
Refer  to  responses  2-5,  2-11 
Refer  to  responses  2-27  and  : 
Refer   to  response  2-52. 


.  policy  and  guidar. 


These  sections   of  the  river  are   very  heavily   fished  during 
the   spring  and   summer.      It    is    the   only   access   to  the   river    for  the 
public   1n  any  direction   for  at   least    10   miles.     The    river   1s   shallow 
and  has  adequate  cover.     The  cover  is   improving  every  year. 

River  side    riparian  and    fisheries   habitat  had   a   set   back 
In   1982,    1983,   and    1984  during   the  higher  than   normal    and   longer 
water  run-off  season.     During  the  run-off  season     the  high  water 
and   ice  jams  1n  the  river  changed  the   river  channels,  taking  out 
'S'   curves  and  creating  sand  bars.     This  destroyed  old  dense  growth 
willows    and   grass.      But   this   caused   invigeration  of  the   new  growth 
of  willows    and   grass    along   the   sand  bars    and    river  banks    at   a   much 
faster   rate. 

The  cattle  have  had   very  little  effect  on  this  situation. 
Mother   Nature  caused   the   damage   and  she    1s    also   repairing   the   damage 
with    the   new   growth.     Along  with   our  efforts   with  lower  AUM 
numbers   and   shorter   rotation  periods,    riparian   and    fish  habitat 
is    Improving   greaOy  and  has   been  considered   and   addressed  by 
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HC    74-12533 


ghway  20 
97738 


Mitbh  and  Linda  Baker  want  to  go  on 
Riddle  Ranch  and  Western  Range  Servi 
Draft  Three  Rivers  Resource  Manageme 


the  January  17,  1990 
and  response  to  the 
Environmental  Impact 
nt  with  our  views  and  comments.  This  response 
such  Riddle  Ranch  document.  There  are  several 
that  this   letter  will   address. 


132-1 

Refer  tc 

trend  d« 

deflnit 

132-2 

Refer  tc 

132-3 

Refer  tt 

132-4 

Refer   tc 

132-5 

Refer   t 

132-6 

Refer  t 

poose  42-14.  Al 
data  have  not  been  In 
ton  will  be  dropped 

o   response  2-87. 

o   response   4-3. 

o   response   4-6. 

o   response   2-46. 

o    response   2-63. 


by  permanent  water,  and  having  visible  vegetation  or  physical 
characteristics  reflective  of  permanent  water  influence."  The 
definition  continues  that  areas  excluded  from  the  definition  o 
riparian  area  includd  "ephemeral  streams  or  washes  that  do  not 
exhibit  the  presence  or  vegetation  dependent  upon  free  water  i 
soil."  A  thorough  review  of  all  creeks  should  be  made  to  ensu 
they  meet  the  definition  of  riparian  area.  Any  that  do  not  me 
the  requirements   should  be  taken  out  of  that  classification. 


Monitoring  techniques  cu 
Area  are  insufficient,  i 
are  extarapoilated   to   i*defi 

making  them  virtually  unm 
wildlife,  wild  horse  and 
affecting  forage  producti 
resource.     Therefore,    red 


ntlj 


use 


Three    Riv 


,    and   improperly  appli 


logical    status    or  potentia 
in  authorized    livestock   u 


techniques   and   accurate   Information  1s    gathered  existing   levels   of 
livestock   grazing  should   be  maintained.     At   such   time   that    reliable 
information  shows    trend    Increase   or  decrease,   proper   adjustments 
could  then  be  made.     The  ratings   in  the   recently  published  Riley 
-3       Rangeland   Program   Summary  Update   classify   range  conditions    as   poor, 
fair,   good,  and  excellent.     The  RMP/EIS  classifies   range  conditions 
as  satisfactory  and  unsatisfactory.     Consistent  use  of  evaluation 
ratings  is   necessary   for  accurate  evaluation  as  well   as  better  comm- 
unications with  the  permittee. 

I  any  negative  effect  on  the  sagegrouse  population.     The  restrictions 
on  livestock   in  the  sagegrouse  strutting  grounds   are  unfounded  and 


should   be   eliminated  . 

The  continual    fencing  of  reservoirs   is  in  direct  confl 

BLM  objective   to  disperse  livestock   away  form  riparian  areas   and 

Improve    forage  utilization.     These    reservoirs  would    not   be  there 

today  if  it  had    not   been   for  either  the   range   improvement    funds 

or  private   funds   that   first  developed  them.     The  small   water  gaps 

that   dry  up  during   the  season  or  don't   allow  livestock   to  water  d 

low  water  years   restict  the  amount  of  available  forage  and  can  co 


the 


132-6   I    3efore   any  alternative  that 


should  be  completed 


complete    "Takings    Implications   Assi 
thorized  by  Executive  Order  12630. 


Hitch   and   Linda    Baker 
P.  0.   Box  105 


9.0  fe^f.^ 


£)q.  ^rw 
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the   B.M  would  stop  the  unauthorized  use  of  allotment  by  the 
surrounding  property  owner  and  leasees.     The  reduction  of  our  AUMs 
1s   not  going   to  Improve  this  allotment  1f  the  unauthorized  use 
Is   going  to  continue  year  after  year  through  out  the  summer  and 
fall   even  on  the  allotment's  rest  years.     Also,   I  don't  think 
we  need  to  change  the  SMC   from  H  to  I .     The  range  has   been 
Improving.      It  is   not  as  bad  as   the  BUI  survey  says. 

will  have  water  through  out  the  length  of  the  creek  year  around 
if  H  is  a  very  wet  year.  During  drier  years ,  this  creek  wi  11 
dry  up  throughout  the  length  of  the  creek  except   for  small   pools. 

This  creek  1s   fed  by  a  small   spring  at  the  head  of  Landing 
Creek  Canyon  and   1s   located  outside  of  this   allotment.     The  spring 
would  no  way  ever  produce  enough  water  to  free   flow  the   length  of 
the  creek.      It  doesn't  even  run  water  to   the  boundary   fence  of  the 
allotment   from  the  spring  head  year  around  except  on  very  wet  years. 

How  can  riparian  and  water  quality  be  declining  while   fish 
habitat  Is   Improving?     This  1s   not  conslstant.     One  can't  Improve 
or  decline  without  effecting  the  other  also. 

There  is   i n  no  way  by  the  year  2000  that  you  will    have  a  55% 
stream  shading  and  water  temperature  at  77°F.     There  is   not  the  water 
source   and   flow   to   support   such   an  assessment. 

The   reduction  of  livestock   from  the  stream  area  will   disrupt 
the  current,   successful   grazing  system.     Therefore   it  will   have  very 


133-1  Refer  to   response   2-11. 

133-2  Refer   to   response  131-1. 

133-3         Refer  to   response   46-1. 

133-4  The   objectives  were   formulated  partially 

outlined   in  Fish  and  Wildlife   2000,   A  Pl« 
objectives 


riparian  conditions  are   list 
shown  that   many  riparian  are 


will  be  depends 


iparian  object 


Bureauwide  objectives 
the   Future.   Management 

mulated.   Predicted 
Plan.    Experience  has 

ial  to  recover  quickly 

ditioo  of   the   riparian 


Refer  to   response   133-4. 
Refer  to  response  2-6. 


wJJ/%U« 


Q^V'Bo-^ 


Comments   and  Response 
Prepared   by  Mitch   and   Linda    Bake 


fully  justified  when  the  unauthorized  use  of  the  allotmem 

goes  on  year  after  year  all  year  long. 

133-5    I  The  water  quality  and  riparian  habitat  is  not  going  to 

I    very  much  when  you  have  a  creek   that  goes  dry  off  and  on. 

I    are  we  to  have  a  good   fish  population  without  a  good  watei 

I    to  start  with.      I   don't   think    fencing  Rattle  out    is    our   ai 

Our   uplands    are   in   very   good   condition.      That   is   where 

cattle  go  to  graze  and  have  no  significant  adverse  Impact 

surface  water   quality. 

133-6    I         Giving  wildlife  priority  over  cattle  in  forage  allocat 


s   in  thes 
r,   they  a 


eas,  our  wildlife  would   not  be  increasing 
creasing  due  to  more  forage. 

There  needs   to  be  more  money  spent  on  constructive  range 
provements  and   less  spent  on  survey  after  survey.     The 
ntlnued  surveys  don't  produce   forage  or  water  which  1s  ess 

cattle  and  all  wildlife. 


NOTE:  It  has  also  been  brought  to  my  attention  t 
people  are  being  used  to  assess  allotment  and  plo 
conditions.  I  question  the  validity  of  these  ass 
done   by   volunteer,   possibly   unqualified    labor. 


IrtJli  &xA* 


QjuJV  fic*W> 
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Drewsey,  Oregon 
February  10,  1990 


Jay  Carlson 

Bums  District  Office 

Bureau  of  Land  ] 

HC  74  12533  Highway  20  West 

Hines,  Oregon  97738 


This  is  an  underlying  principl 
evaluation  process.  To  support 
tables  were  developed  (Appendi 

objectives.  Such  information  f 


all 


ring 


;•'..(,-  ,- 


ml  li 


-63. 


such  a  process,  the  allotment  su 
it  3,  Table  6,  DRMP/DEIS)  to  show 
licts  or  concerns  and  management 
orms  the  basis  for  such  interact! 
liable  under  all  alternatives. 


Mr.  Carlson: 

The  so-called  study  on  the  Three  Rivers  Resource  Management  Flan  and 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  as  it  is  being  proposed  could  have  a 
tremendous  effect  on  the  livestock  operators  and  the  total  population  of 
Eastern  Oregon,  and  all  the  way  through  the  total  livestock  industry  in 
general. 


A,  B  and  C  will  result  in  a  loss,  not  only  of  how  many 
cattle  we  could  graze  but  also  in  our  ability  to  operate  profitably.    Either  of 
these  would  also  reduce  our  base  property  value. 


In  all  of  these  alternatives  and  ideas,  I  see  no  mention  of  the  option  to 
have  a  plan  whereby  all  parties  concerned  could  work  together  and  eliminate 
the  problems.   In  our  particular  case  there  Is  a  great  need  to  control  and 
remove  overpopulation  of  Juniper  trees,  sagebrush,  and  noxious  weeds. 
Through  Joint  effort  and  management  with  mechanical  removal,  fire,  spring 
modifications  and  seeding  as  well  as  voluntary  rest  in  these  areas,  all  of  the 
problems  could  be  eliminated  or  controlled  to  benefit  all  parties  Involved. 


There  Is  no  need  to  close  down  an  area  to  livestock  any  more  than  to 
close  it  to  wildlife  and  man.   Some  of  the  areas  being  considered  are 
practically  impossible  to  have  access  to  if  closed  to  all  but  the  few  who  could 
walk  to  them. 


It's  time  the  powers  that  be  spend  some  time  with  the  people  who  will 
be  the  most  affected  and  go  over  each  Individual  area  to  get  an  understanding 
of  what  this  plan  Is  all  about.  When  I  say  "powers  that  be",  I  mean  Senators, 
Representatives,  Agriculture  Secretary,  and  even  including  the  Administration 
(top  close  representative  of  the  President  of  ([he  United  States). 

These  type  of  plans  involve  not  only  the  eastern  portion  of  Oregon  but 
all  the  way  across  the  whole  United  States  where  the  Government  controls  or 
administration  is  Involved  In  any  type  of  land  use.    I  know  of  Instances  in 
cither  areas  where  the  same  type  of  problems  exist,  so  we  the  people  have  to 
speak  up  to  you  and  your  comrades  who  have  so  much  power  over  us. 


I  suggest  a  Takings  Implication  Assessment  be  completed  as  authorized 
Order  12630  (see  the  November  8,  1988  Memorandum  to  all 
Secretaries  and  Bureau  Directors  for  Secretary  of  Interior,  Donald  P. 
Hodel). 

The  letters  from  the  Harney  County  CattleWomen,  Stockgrowers,  Farm 
Bureau,  Sheep  and  Woolgrowers.  the  January  17,  1990  Riddle  Ranch  and 
Western  Range  Service  Comments,  and  Response  to  the  Draft  Three  Rivers 
Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement  are  mostly 
ly  views  and 


Before  any  action  of  this  magnitude,  which  would  have  such  drastic 
results  on  so  many,  is  taken,  I  suggest  a  little  common  sense  be  put  to  use  and 
everything  evaluated  to  the  fullest. 
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Drewsey,  Oregon 
January  29,  1990 


Jay  Carlson 
Burns  District  Office 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
HC  74  12533  Highway  20  West 
Hlnes,  Oregon  97738 

Dear  Mr  Carlson: 


136-3  The   Stlnklngwater  Allotment   has   been  a 

Stlnklngwater  HMA  since  1971   when  the 
Burro  Act  was  passed.   The   BLM  has  been 


at   the   passage  of   the 


Free-Roaming  Horse  and 
d  under  Section  1   of 
which  they  were   found 


at  an  Introduced  species  to  the  Upton 
a.  They  have  been  reestablished  in  the 
lelr  home  range.    See  also   response   2-78. 


The  letters  from  the  Harney  County  Cattlewomen,  Stockgrowers,  Farm 
Bureau,  Sheep  and  Woolgrowers  and  Response  to  the  Draft  Three  Rivers 
Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement  are 
consistent  with  our  views  and  comments. 

This  response  Is  our  endorsement  of  such  letters  and  the  Riddle  Ranch 
document.    Their  response  has  been  submitted  to  you.    We  do  not  Include  a 
full  copy  of  the  texts  only  for  the  reason  that  It  would  be  an  exact 
duplication  of  the  Riddle  Ranch  document  and  organizations'  letters 


Alternatives  A,  B  and  C  will  result  In  a  substantial  loss  of  base  property 
values.    The  proposed  BLM  actions  may  result  In  reducing  the  size  of  many 
ranching  operations  so  that  they  will  no  longer  be  economical  units. 
Significant  reduction  of  cattle  grazing  on  public  lands  would  be  detrimental  to 
economic  well-being  of  the  families  who  earn  their  living  from  ranches  that 
have  BLM   grazing  permits,  the  economy  of  Karney  County,  and  all  people 
who  provide  services  and  goods  to  the  ranchers  affected.    Therefore,  we 
request  that  If  Alternatives  A,  B  or  C  are  considered,  that  prior  to  Issuing  the 
Final  Three  Rivers  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact 
statement,  a  'Taxings  Implication  Assessment'  be  completed  as  authorized  by 
Executive  Order  12630  (see  the  November  8,  1988  Memorandum  to  all 


Secretaries  and  Bureau  Directors  for  Secretary  of  Interior,  Donald  ] 


We  object  to  the  prohibition  of  livestock  grazing  on  the  6000  acres  of 
t  Cultural  ACEC  area  In  the  Stlnklngwater  allotments.    Restricting 
grazing  on  the  Biscultroot  site  is  not  necessary,  as  evidenced  by  the  present 
quality  and  quantity  of  roots  after  being  Included  In  an  active  cattle  and 
sheep  grazing  area  for  over  80  years. 


136-31  We  also  object  to  the  designation  of  Stlnklngwater  allotment  as 


136-41  «« 


active  wild  horse  and  burro  area,  and  Bartlett  Mountain-Upton  Mountain  area 
California  bighorn  sheep  habitat,  since  these  species  are  Introduced  species 
these  areas 


We  object  to  the  restriction  of  livestock  from  artificial  ponds  and 
reservoirs,  and  the  designation  of  these  man  made  structures  In  semi-arid 
environments  as  wetland  habitat  for  waterfowl. 


Thank  you  for  your  attention  to  these  problems  and  our  comments 


6,    Jc^J^ 


Turen  A   Dunten 


'Carol  A.  Dunten 
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OREGON 
SHEEP  GROWERS 
ASSOCIATION 

INC.  1270CHEMEKETAST .  N.E.  •  SALEM. OREGON    97301    • 

February    13,    1990 


Jay  Carlson 

Bums  District  Office 

Bureau   of  Land   Management 

HC  74-12533   Highway  20  West 

Mines,  OR     97738 


137 


Sheep   populations 


have  serious  concerns  with  the  proposed  prohibition 
livestock  classes  lo  enhance  Bighorn  Sheep  populations. 
,  there  seems  to  be  a  complete  absence  of  any  scientific 
that   managed   grazing   of  sheep   could   be   detrimental    to 


ons,    we    strongly    believe    th; 
cted   through   the  draft   plan. 


tin        razing   practn 


Re:      Three  Rivers  Resource  Managemeni  Plan  Draft  EIS 

Dear  Mr.  Carlson: 

On  behalf  of  the  Oregon  Sheep  Growers  Association,  I  would  like  to 
express  our  concerns  in  regard  to  the  Draft  Resource  Management  plan 
(RMP)    and    Environmental    Impact    Statement    (EIS)    for    the    Three    Rivers 


proposed    draft. 


incerely. 


ii*4lh 


First,  we  are  concerned  and  disagree  with  the  designation  of  Landing 
Creek  and  Skull  Creek  as  "riparian  areas."  The  designation  of  these  two 
areas  as  riparian  seems  to  be  in  direct  conflict  with  existing  policies  of  the 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  which  define  a  riparian  area  as  an  area  of 
land: 


iter    and 


having    visible    vegetation    or    physical    characteristic 

reflective     of     permanent water influence. 

(emphasis    added) 


In  light  of  this  definition,  we  would  suggest  that  Skull  and  Landing 
Creeks  should  not  be  considered  as  "riparian"  areas.  We  would  also 
suggest  that  following  a  complete  review  of  all  creeks  or  streams  in  the 
affected  area,  those  not  meeting  the  existing  definition  be  removed  from 
this   classification. 


137-5 
137-6 


Secondly,  we  are  concerned 
lands  for  livestock  grazing  as  a 
We   believe  current  techniques   are 

Current  techniques  seem  to  maint 
grazing,  when,  in  fact,  proper  an 
shown  to  actually  "enhance"  a 
disagree    with    the    initial    conclus 


th  the  potential  reduction  in  the  i 
;ult  of  improper  monitoring  techn 
>o  narrow   in   scope   and   do  not  p 

other  factors  impacting  I 
l  a  preconceived  bias  against  livestock 
well-managed  grazing  practices  can  be 
ind-based  resource.  In  addition,  we 
i  that  existing  grazing  practices  have 
negatively  impacted  populations  of  sagegrouse.  We  would  suggest  the 
proposed  restrictions  on  livestock  grazing,  due  to  the  "potential"  impact  on 
sagegrouse,   be  eliminated   from   the  draft  plan. 

We  would  like  to  express  our  concern  regarding  the  Biscuitroot 
Cultural  Area  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  (ACEC)  and  the  Kiger  Horse 
Management  area.  The  proposed  exclusion  of  cattle  grazing  in  the 
Biscuitroot  Cultural  ACEC  does  not  seem  justified,  since  grazing  and  root 
harvesting  have  continued  on  these  lands  for  a  number  of  years  without 
apparent    harm. 


We  would  also  disagree  wi 
Horse  Management  area  as  an  A 
Without  question,  such  a  designate 
hardship  for  individuals  within  the 
as  an  ACEC  is  premature,  at  best, 
of  private   lands.     At  a  minimum,   u 


ACEC 


proposal  to  designate  the  Kiger 
Critical  Environmental  concern. 
Id  result  in  an  extreme  economic 
We  believe  designating  this  area 
^presents  an  inappropriate  "taking" 
suggest  that   if  efforts  to  designate   this 


Table  4,   Proposed   Plan. 


response  A6-1  and  Appendix 

response   2-87. 

responses   3-9  and  4-6. 

response  4-15. 

response  2-68. 

responses   2-63. 

response  2-46. 

L989)  held  six  bighorn  sheep  in  captivity  for  over  a  year, 

six  clinically   normal  domestic  sheep  into  a  5-acre    (2 
the   bighorn  sheep.   All  bighom  sheep  died  within  71 
days  of   initial  contact  with  the  domestic  sheep.   He   concluded   that 
domestic   sheep  and   bighorn  sheep  should   not    be  managed   in  proximity 
to  each  other   because   of   the   potential   fatal  consequences   in  bighorn 
sheep.    The  area   in  question  is  not   currently  a  domestic  sheep 
allotment;    therefore,   potential  conflicts  can  be  avoided   by 


the     BLM     should    conduct 


patterns  in  riparian 
of  accessible  rout 
the    level    of  forage 


the    greatest   degree   possible. 


Finally,     v, 
against  changes 


Locatio 
ould  be  revie\ 
enhance   and   it 


the    proposed    prohibition 
Bighorn   Sheep   populations. 
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Diewsey,  Oregon 
January  29,  1990 


Jay  Carlson 

Burns  District  Office 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

HC  74  12533  Highway  20  West 

Hlnea,  Oregon  97738 

Dear  Mr  Carlson: 

The  letters  from  the  Harney  County  Cattlewomen,  Stockgrowers,  Farm 
Bureau,  Sheep  and  Woolgrowers  and  Response  to  the  Draft  Three  Rivers 
Reaource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement  are 
consistent  with  our  views  and  comments. 


138-1 

Refer  to 

response  2-63. 

138-2 

Refer   to 

response  4-15. 

138-3 

Refer   to 

response  4-6. 

138-4 

Refer  to 

response   5-10  and  Append  1 

138-5 

Refer  to 

response  2-87. 

138-6 

Refer  to 

response   6-13. 

i,   Proposed  Pla 


This  response  Is  our  endorsement  of  such  letters  and  Riddle  Ranch 
Their  response  has  been  submitted  to  you.    We  do  not  Include  i 
full  copy  of  the  texts  only  for  the  reason  that  It  would  be  an  exact 
duplication  of  the  Riddle  Ranch  document  and  organizations'  letters 


Alternatives  A,  B  and  C  will  result  in  a  substantial  loss  of  base  property 
values.    The  proposed  BLM  actions  may  result  In  reducing  the  size  of  many 
ranching  operations  so  that  they  will  no  longer  be  economical  units. 
Significant  reduction  of  cattle  grazing  on  public  lands  would  be  detrimental  to 
economic  well-being  of  the  families  who  earn  their  living  from  ranches  that 
have  BLM   grazing  permits,  the  economy  of  Harney  County,  and  all  people 
who  provide  services  and  goods  to  the  ranchers  affected     Therefore,  we 
request  that  if  Alternatives  A,  B  or  C  are  considered,  that  prior  to  Issuing  the 
Final  Three  Rivers  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact 
statement,  a  "Takings  Implication  Assessment"  be  completed  as  authorized  by 
Executive  Order  12630  (see  the  November  8,  1988  Memorandum  to  all 
Assistant  Secretaries  and  Bureau  Directors  for  Secretary  of  Interior,  Donald  P. 
Hodel). 


In  regard  to  our  particular  Allotment  the  following  issues  are  of 
Importance  to    us,  The  proposed  Blscultroot  gathering  area,  the  Sagegrouse 
Strutting  Grounds  and  the  exclusion  of  Cattle  from  Riparian  areas  and 


138-2    I  The  proposed  Blscultroot  Cultural   ACEC  has  had  cattle  grazing  In  this 

I  area  for  many  years  and  there  has  been  no  adverse  affect  on  the  quality  and 
|  quantity  of  roots  available 

138-3     I  0n  tne  subject  of  the  Sagegrouse  Strutting  Grounds,  cattle  have  no 

I  adverse  Impact  on  the  strutting  areas  and  should  not  be  removed. 

138-4     I  Removing  cattle  from  the  Riparian  Areas,  Little  Pine  Creek,  Is  not 

I  warranted  because  current  grazing  practices  have  no  significant  adverse 
I  Impact  on  surface  water  quality. 


Monitoring  techniques  currently  In  use  on  Three  Rivers  Resource  Area 
are  Insufficient,  Inaccurate  and  are  applied  Improperly  to  indefensible 
conclusions.  The  techniques  should  be  consistent  throughout  the  entire  study 
Until  proper  techniques  and  accurate  Information  are  gathered,  existing  levels 
of  livestock  grazing  should  be  maintained. 


As  regards  the  Pine  Creek  Material  Site  which  la  under  lease  to  Harney 
County,  I  believe  that  the  site  as  now  developed  has  little  or  no  impact  on  the 
Blscultroot  ACEC. 


Thank  you  for  your  attention  to  these  areas  of  concern. 
Yours  truly, 
Pine  Creek  Ranch 


^r^a'-O.-^r. 


Donald  A   Dryer,  Jr. 
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HC   74-12533   Highway   20 


Dear   Rr.    CARLSOI, 


OPPOSUC  the   Draft  Three 


Resource  Management   Pla 

he  overall  Draft  Is  not 
xcludiag  cows  from  rlpar 
ment,    It  will    DESTROY    It 


139-2 
139-3 


The  economic  impacts  secti 
PRMP/FEIS. 

Refer   to   response   2-81. 

The  Wild  and  Free-Roaming 
Section  1  of  the  Act  that 
be  protected.  Section  3  of 
management  on  specific   ran 


been  revised,    see  Chapter 


Taking  away  any 


139-4 
139-5 


139-3  | 
139-4  I 


Closing  and  rehabilitating  roads  wi 1 
residents  losing  the  recreational  opportu 
tourtsn.  Restricting  travel  only  to  main 
already  crowded  facilities. 

Cattle  do  not  conflict  with  wildlife 

VILD  HORSES  DO!! 

Beef  cows  keep  coyotes  away  from  the 
consquently,  protecting  any  wildlife  in  t 

Vlldhorses  are  aggressive  towards  ot 

Please  remove  the  wild  horses  from  o 


County  Stockgrowers  dated  January  19, 
Ranch  and  Vestern  Range  Service  commen 
Rivers  RHP/EIS  are  consistent  with  my  ' 
Riddle  Ranch  . 


aals  including  wildlife. 

lc  land! 

ot  areas!  The  grass  will 

of  unsatisfactory  range 
resent  productivity,  medi 
anagement  on  Davies 

1  use  of  451  on  page  42  o 

Th. 
the 


t&o^^/Qc 
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Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Attn:    Craig  M.  Hansen  and  Joshua  L  Warburton 

Burns   District  Office 

HC  74-12533  HWY  20  West 

Hines,  Oregon  97738 

Re:    Draft  Three  River  Resource  Impact  Statement 


managed    by  BLM  and 


^  are  being  equally  protected  under  a 
?re  has  been  no  proposed  reductions  o 
r  of  wild  horses  or  size  of  the  HMAs. 
:  HMAs  in  eastern  Oregon.  Of  these,  1 
jointly  managed   by  BLM  and  USDA-FS. 


Dear  Sirs, 


After  reviewing  the  draft  of  the  Three  Rivers  Resource  Management 
Plan/Environmental   Impact  Statement,   alternative  A  is  our  recomendation 
Due  to  the-facnhaf-feur-HMAs-'havQ-been-elimatednhrough'prevlous  land- 
use  planning  and  environmental  analysis,  leaving" only  five"THMATin~Oregon- 
we  feel  it  is  necessary  to  protect  these  few  remaining  areas.    We  would -•'*' 
like  to  see  the  natural  values  empEasizia;  as  in  alternative  A.? 

Please  keep  us  updated  on  the  progress  of  this  RMP/EIS. 


Barbara  J.  Rehfield 
Executive    Director 


AMERICAN  MUSTANG  AND  BURRO  ASSOCIATION 

P.O.  BOX  7 

BENTON   CITY,   WA   99320 

(509)      588-6336 
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Jf-^e^LJi^: 


Jaj  Carlson,   BMP/1  :.■ 
Bums  District  Office 
Bureau  of  I 
HC  74-12533  Highway  20  West 
Hines,  OR  97738 


Dear  Mr.  Carlson: 

This  will  se 
to  the  Draft  Thre 
Impact  Statement 
Wright  Wilber  and 


■ve  as  a  follow  up  to  that  certain  letter  of  response 
;  Rivers  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental 
lated  January  28,   1989,  signed  by  Patrick  J.  Wilber, 
i  G.  W.  Wilber  for  Wilber  Brothers. 

•as  incorrectly  dated  1989,  when,  of  course,  it  was 
1990.     Please  associate  this  follow  up  correspondence, 
ite,  with  the  original  response  in  your  files. 


/Mb/»L — - 


Wilber  Brothers 
Patrick  J.  Wilber 
Wright  Wilber 
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143-1 

Refer  t 

143-2 

Refer   t 

143-3 

Refer   t 

143-4 

Refer   t 

143-5 

Refer  t 

response  12-7. 

response  13-11. 

response  12-1. 

response  2-78. 
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SIERRA  CLUB 

Oregon  Chapter 


February  12,  1990 
2743  SE  33rd  Ave. 
Portland,    OR     97202 


144-1  Refer   to   responses  1-13  and   3-13. 

144-2  Refer   Co  response   1-11. 

144-3  Refer   to   response   12-7. 


ear  Mr.    Warbu 


Land    Policy   and  Management 
An  example  of    this  is   the 


and   diversity. 


special    status   species,    and 
the   draft   Plan.       It   is   encour- 
on  public   lands  are  affected 


first   five   years   of    implei 


of  the  preferred  alt 
d  we  strongly  support  thera.  Nevertheless,  gi 
vered  by  this  Plan  is  grazed,  it  is  clear  that  one  resource, 
mains  overwhelmingly  dominant.  And  a  closer  examination  of 
eferred  alternative    is  disturbing.      For  example,    a   7.7%   incr 

active   preference   AUMs .      Although    the   Plan   would    limit  graz 
rtain   levels,    the  document  itself  states   that  even  under  the 


Livestock  grazing  degrades 


nee   of 


rlassed  as  'excellent.'  Nor  are  any  of  the  area's 
to  be  in  'good'  or  'excellent'  condition.  Streamsi 
and  wetland  habitat  all  show  similar  degraded  condi 

,  the  final  AUM  level  projected  for  10  years,  162, 
2500  short  of  the  proposed  level  of  Alternative  E, 
t  emphasizes  commodity  production.  What  does  this 
■\e    commitment   to  multiple    use    and   natural    values? 

projections    in   the  Summary  of  Potential  Projects   i 


of 


pro 


ipeUnes 
nothing 


144-2  I  non-native  plant.  Monoculture  plantings  do  nothing  to  promote  biologi 
I  diversity;  they  merely  provide  cow  habitat  and  favor  single,  rather  th 
'    multiple,    use  of  public   land.      We  urge   the  use   of  seeding,    where  neces 

I    cation  of  how  much  these  projects,    which  exist  only    to  benefit  grazing 


emphasized.  Alternative  A  of  the  Plan  does  this  much  better  than 
Preferred  Alternative.  The  High  Desert  Wilderness  Committee  supp 
implementation  of  Alternative  A,  in  order  to  promote  the  ecologic 
of  these  lands.  We  urge  the  Bureau  to  continue  to  expand  its  vis 
beyond   the   traditional  use  of  the    land,    looking  towards  a   future 

Thank  you  for  your  attention. 


""^)  k  au,     SD  au  cuQ^ 


Mr.    Dean  Bibles 


Environmental   Groups 
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Jay  Carlson,  Planning  Team  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
HC  74-12533  hVy  20  West 
Hines.  OR  9773B 


Dear  Mr.  Carlson: 

Thank  you  for  the 
draft  Three  River 


Impact  State 


Text  page  2.3s 

The  Plan 

states 

the  eu 

is  there 

accompl is 

hed  sin 

The  Rilej 

RPS  de 

3,  and  proposing  actions  which 
those  of  the  original  plan.  We 
anting  of  the  management  systems 
=e  1962,  and  the  range 


Implement a 


a.   Such  a  broad-brush  approach 
3  and  regulations  governing  the 


Cappendlx  pages 


"need"  forage  produc 
accomplish  that  obje 


lotment  Pote 


judgement  of  present  productivity 
productivity,  and  Table  3-1  is  be 
misleading  to  the  general  public 


Present  Productivity 


e  conflicts  in  the  West  Sagehen  Allotment  are 
as  "medium",  and  in  the  Hat  Butte  Allotment  as 

As  compared  to  what,  and  by  what  paramenters 
?   Controversy  is  listed  as  "high"  In  both 
nts.   To  our  knowledge  there  has  been  no  public 

sy  concerning  the  West  Sagehen  Allotment  or  t 


it  Butte  Al lotme 


jre  twice  in  a  row  in  the  growing  period,  and  that 
lopment  of  waters  and  fencing  of  reservoir  sites, 
ave  proposed  to  the  BLM,  are  further  improvements 
1  can  be  accomplished  under  the  continued  developm 
jnagement  called  for  In  the  Riley  EIS  (the  No  Acti 
-native  of  the  Plan). 


Hat 


Al  1 


nt  is  fo 


establishes  a  trend  by  repea 
years?  If  so,  Appendix  Tabl 
factors  and  assess  them  agai 
standards  that  apply  for  spe 


on  this  page,  the  parameters  of  Soil  Surface 
not  separate  natural  levels  of  soil  erosion  from 


given  areas 
ion.  No  bas 
srated  erosi 


Text  page  3-12i 

How  many  grazing  systems  have  been  impl« 
compared  with  those  proposed  in  the  Drev 
and  John  Day  RMP?  The  Riley  EIS  predict 
implementation  of  management  systems  wov. 
In  the  fifteen  years  fol lowing  implement 
systems.   That  time  span  and  the  benefit 


Text  page  3-16  and  Appendix  3: 

1.   Table  3-1  (appendix  page  3-3  an 
To  our  knowledge,  the  BLM  has  compl 


ited  to  date 


ecological  potential  of 
true  of  the  West  Sagehe 
Allotment  (7007),  and  v, 
Area.   Areas  of  natural 


roduction  surveys.   We  bel 

asls  of  potential.   If  so, 
he  amount  or  degree  of  u im 


Iflcatlon  based  u 
range.  This  Is  speclfl 
otment  (7023)  and  Hat  E 


2.   Table  3-2  (appendix  page  3-7): 
145-11  I  This  table  lists  the  grazing  treat 


Table  1-4  of  the  1982  EIS  lists 
components  of  West  Sagehen  Allc 
prior  to  or  by  April  1.   (The  e 

allotment.)   Authorized  use  of 

the  majority  of  forage  species 
other  half  is  deferred  until  af 
forage  species.  No  "early"  use 
occurs  In  this  allotment. 


-6  (Appendix  page  3-17): 


ng  grazing 


growing  season" . 
major  forage 
t  as  initiating  grc 


West  Sagehen  Allotinen 

is 

one  of 

he  18  allotments  which 

has  supposedly  had  Carrying  Capac 

ty  determined.   The  BLM 

Sag 

ehen  Al 

Capacity,  Including  the  ov 

computation  of  forage 

ut  1  1 

Izatlon 

improper  and  inaccurat 

■adjustment"  <i.e.  ar 

manipulation)  of  utti 

on  data 

hlle  significant  wildlife 

numbers  have  also  con 

ribu 

the  West  Sagehen  Alio 

and  if 

"Carrying  Capacity"  has  been 

"determined",  the  figures 

for  tho 

nothing  but  suspect. 
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3-120 
ty  of  t 


the 


grazing  capacity  of  the  Hat  Butte  Allotment  ana  the  Wc3t 
Sagehen  Allotment  to  be  lower  than  the  active  preference 
ana  less  than  the  forage  demand.   Range  studies  conducted 
by  Meadow  Creek  Enterprises  In  1989,  and  those  of  the  BLM 
prior  to  and  Including  1989  do  not  support  these 
statements.   The  BLM'3  proposed  management  objectives  to 
allocate  forage  In  priority  to  wildlife  imply  an 
understanding  of  the  overlap  of  diets  of  each  wildlife 
species  and  livestock.   This  dietary  overlap  is  not  a  set 
figure,  as  Is  Implied  throughout  the  Plan,  but  is  highly 
dependent  on  the  type  and  variety  of  forage  species 
present,  the  stage  of  growth  and  maturity  of  the 
vegetation  species,  relative  abundance  of  preferred 
species,  preference  displayed  by  each  of  the  grazing 
species,  and  season  of  the  year.   Dietary  competition 

premise  that  the  components  of  the  diet  are  lacking  or  In 
short  supply  compared  to  demand,  and  further  on  the 
spatial  and  temporal  sharing  of  the  habitat  by  the  two 
species.   Lacking  this  specific  Information  by  allotment 
and  season,  the  BLM  has  no  Justification  for  assuming  that 

competition,  or  that  "livestock  forage"  should  be  deducted 


BLM  has  speel 
CAUM's)  In  It 
rfest  Sagehen 


Ing  capacity" 


3  proposed  Plan  would  then 
Ife  forage  demand  from  the 
isumptlon  of  forage  by  the 


Appendix  page: 


cempa 
Lack  I 


less  forage 
al lotments 


-120  and  3-13?  1 ist 
Hat  Butte  Al lotmen 
atlsfactory.   This 


West  Sagehe 
o  the 


prompt  the  BLM  to  further  reduce  livestock  grazing,  to  t 
detriment  of  the  livestock  permittees  of  the  allotment. 
We  are  opposed  to  this  action  and  will  view  such  action 
a  taking  under  Executive  Order  12630  and  demand 
restitution  of  loss  of  grazing  revenue  and  value  to  the 
ranch  should  this  proposal  be  implemented. 


Appendix  page  3-138  proposes 
the  West  Sagehen  Allotment. 
area,  they  have  done  so  unde 
conditions,  and  despite  any 


ich  are  purport 


BLM 


assess  the  amount  of 
Since  this  forage  de 

be  off-setting.   No 


3'je 


proposes  to  pr 


thr 

eatened 

or 

put 

presen 

of 

thl 

snip 

ports  a 

SuppOS 

g  of  either  sagegrouse 
hat  the  habitat  require 


the  West 
tatus  species 

al  status  species.   First 

more  particular  species  In 

er  species,  be  they 

ther  vegetation,  does  not 

.   To  our  knowledge,  no 

ts  the  notion  that  wildlife 

the  growth  of  other 

buckwheat.   We 


Cappendix  page  3-l?5> 


roposes  to  decrease  liv 
aflie  demana  for  forage, 
ncongrous,  and  as  a  tak 


12630.   This 


in  that  the  No  Action 
ng  to  text  page  2-2,  c 
roposed  in  the  1982  Ri 


less  forage  are  not  capable  of  producing  great 
of  forage,  nor  will  they  ever  be  capable  of 
t  change,  due  solely  to  the  nature  of  the  soils 


snt  ana 
5  dlstr 
at  the 


al lotments  have  bee 
The  BLM's  proposed 


(reference  Appendix  Tabl 
The  BLM  has  not  matched 
management  proposal  whlc 
Meadow  Creek  Enterprises 


encountered  In  the 
either  the  range 
non-renewable  resource. 


the  West  Sagehe 


Hat  Butte 

Al lotment . 

other 

than  the 

sole  r 

proposed 

Appendix 

page  3-120 

lsts 

as  a  conf 

lct/co 

Butte  Al 

otment  'act 

as  ion  occurs  on 

Map  S-2  ( 

text  page  3- 

9>,  h 

sts  th 

n  this  al lo 

as  "Stable"  ai 

page  3-3 

obviates  the  fact 

that  BLM 

cannot 

;ing  natu 

t  as  a  conf 

ict/concern,  c 

unslder 

led  in  th 

s  RMP, 

and  unfounded. 

Appendix 

page  3-137 

lsts 

as  a  conf 

lct/co 

West  Sagehen  Allotment  "no 

management  syst 

page  3-10 

ists 

CSS"  (Grazing  Sy 

Imp]  ement 

978.  a 

this  grazing  sys 

DR"  (D 

Rotation) 

.   Appendix 

pages 

3-7  ana  3-10 

appendix 

page  3-137 

s  not 

l  the  Hat 
• .   Text 


big  game  guzzlers 


Text  page  3-24: 

Western  sage  grouse  are  currently  sport-hunt 
of  Oregon.  It  seems  incongruous  ana  arbitr; 
species  to  be  the  subject  of  "special  status 
and  to  be  a  Federal  Candidate  for  listing  as 
endangered  when  It  Is  subject  to  harvest  by 
BLM  has  also  identified  54  specific  sagegroi 

No  doubt  many,  many  more  exist  which  have  nc 
identified.  The  fact  that  sagegrouse  exist 
within  the  Resource  Area  testifies  to  their 
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"Future  demands"  by  wildlife  Implies  managemen 
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3-2?  and  Appendix  5,  Table  2  (appendix  page  5-8) i 

the  trend  reported  in  Table  3-10  on  page  3-27  anc 
ix  Table  5-2  are  a  result  of  monitoring  repeated 

on  the  aquatic  and  riparian  areas.   Please  list 
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components  mus 


document.  The  presence  of  livestock  and  different  species 
of  wildlife  obviously  does  not  constitute  a  conflict  by  the 
mere  presence  of  the  different  species. 

Text  page  3-31  (Map  WL-l)i 

This  map  shows  deer  winter  use  in  a  portion  of  West  Sagehen 
Allotment  dominated  by  low  sagebrush.  If  deer  are  dependent 
upon  big  sagebrush  for  winter  thermal  and  escape  cover,  this 
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lakes  and  reservoirs.   No  stated  sources  of  pollution 
(siltation)  are  listed  in  the  RMP,  and  this  proposal  1 
based  soley  on  supposition  and  anti-grazing  biases. 

5-46 

We  know  of  no  research  which  supports  the  proposed  rem 
or  restriction  of  utilization  levels  on  the  basis  of 
improvement  of  water  quality.   We  request  all  such  sit 
specific  data  and  research  literature  which  the  BLM  ha 
depended  upon  for  the  conclusions  contained  in  this  PI 
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145-50  I  The  Plan  contains  no  ecoi 

I  and,  considering  the  imp 

I  violation  of  the  Preside: 

I  requires  an  economic  imp 


alysis  of  the  alternatives 
s  of  Alternatives  A-C,  is  in 
cut ive  Order  12630,  which 
nomic  Implications  a3sessment  of  all  takings 
federal  government.   Considering  the  lack  of 
d  support  the  "need"  to  impose  both  livestock 


ng  level  of  BLM 
3  a  S125/Anlmal 


area  of  at  least  S8, 533, 750. 


is  a  natural  component  of  the  ecology  of  western  ranges, 
such  fact  needs  to  be  assessed  in  this  Plan.  The  histor 
aggressive  suppression  of  wildfires  In  Yellowstone  Park, 
resultant  build-up  of  fuels,  and  the  ensuing  conflagrati 

The  installation  of  water  facilities  accessible  only  to 


stated 


The  BLM" 
age  place 


grazing  in  areas  of  perceived  competition 

of  grazing  authorization  because  of  that  demand.   This  is 
violation  of  the  Multiple  Use  /  Sustained  Yield  Act.   It  i 

12630,  and  Meadow  Creek  Enterprises  will  seek  to  recoup  fr 
the  federal  government  its  monetary  losses  and  the  loss  in 
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145-57  I  The 


of  7,286  All's, 


»910,750  annual  loss  to 
simplistic  value  of  *12S  per  AU.  This  is  a  loss  o 
»4, 553. 750  over  five  years.  With  a  value  of  *484 
the  local  communities'  economies,  this  represents 
potential  loss  of  *24,664.000. 


*2, 583, 750 


»484  per  AUM 


(,005,508.   This  figure  further  reF 
the  communities  as  a  result  of  exc 


Ing  1 ivestock 


Plan 
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1982  and  in  the  present 


accomplished  in  the  West  Sagehen  All 
Improvements  were  listed  for  that  al 

accomplished  In  the  Hat  Butte  Allotm 
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sustained  yield.  Where  the  opportunities 
both  livestock  and  wildlife.  Meadow  Creek 
ises  supports  proposals  to  implement  such  w 


regarding 


Without  a  determination  of  antelope  habitat  condition,  there 
can  be  no  basis  in  fact  for  the  conclusions  that  any  of  the 
alternatives  would  result  in  beneficial  impact  to  antelope 
habitat.   For  all  the  BLM  knows,  antelope  habitat  may  be  In 


Text  page  4-24  (AQUATIC  HABI 


livestock  removal  or  reduction  of  utilizati 
Mo  foundation  has  been  laid  to  believe  that 
loads  are  anything  but  the  result  of  normal 

The  BLM's  data  on  erosion  cannot  separate  t 
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this  RMP/EIS  support 
3  accelerated  erosio 
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145-5 
145-6 
145-7 
145-8 


Refer  to  response  5 
Refer  to  response  2 
Table   3.1,   Wat 


the  Proposed  Pla 


sponses  2-3,  2-27, 


and  aquat 
derived  f 


y,  In  Volume  I  of  the  DRMP/DEIS  was  derived 
the  BLM  and  information  published  by  DEQ  for 
RA  (refer  to  response  2-25).  The  BLM  does 
er  quality,  macroinvertebrate,  fish  populati' 
a  for  streams  in  the  RA.  Trend  information  w. 


ring 


!<A. 


The  soils  information  provided  in  the  DRMP/DEIS 
adjust  stocking  levels.  Adjustments  are  made  on 
allotment  basis  using  information  from  allotmen' 
evaluations  assess  whether  site  objectives  are  being  met, 
stocking  levels  are  adjusted  if  needed.  Vegetative  indica 
primary  parameters  used  to  assess  the  success  of  manageme 
unless  specific  soils  problems  are  identified 


There  are  many  scientific  studies  which 
runoff  and  erosion  are  related  to  grazii 
Gifford  and  Hawkins  1978,  Lusby  1979). 
erosion  can  also  be  attributed  to  other 
roads,  off-road  vehicle  use,  logging  am 


uations.  These 


Ly  (Heede  1977 


:ivit 


ining  activity. 
See  pp.  3-12-16  and  Appendix  3,  Table  3,  DRMP/DEIS. 
Refer  to  responses  2-6,  2-10,  2-11,  4-3  and  131-1. 
Refer  to  response  131-1. 


The  manageme 


which  Is  listed  as  unsatisfactory  Is  the  2-year 

is  listed  as  the  official  system.  The  area 

on  is  that  an  annual  graze/defer  system  will  be 

more  satisfactory.  Site-specific  information  is  analyzed  in  the 

allotment  evaluation.  Refer  to  response  2-11. 

Refer  to  response  131-1.  The  present  management  criteria  deals  with 
grazing  management  only.  It  is  entirely  possible  to  have  satisfactory 
grazing  management  and  still  have  resource  conflicts  which  are 
independent  of  the  livestock  or  not  affected  by  the  grazing  system. 


145-11 

According 
Table   3.2 

to   the   lnforma 
DRMP/DEIS   Is  c 

145-12 

Refer   to   r 

esponse  145-11 

145-13 

Refer  to  t 

esponse   2-87. 

145-14 

Refer   to  response  2-87. 

145-33 
145-34 


45-38 


145-40 
145-U 


Proposed  Plan. 


See  Appendix 

Winter  range  habitat  type  selection  Is  dependent  upon  many  factor 
Some  include  temperature,  proximity  of  foraging  areas  to  cover,  s 
depth  and  severe  weather  duration.  As  the  duration  of  severe 
conditions  increases,  mule  deer  utilize  the  best  cover  available 
which  in  many  cases  is  big  sagebrush  and  juniper.  Also,  Vavra  and 


Sneva   (1978 
percent  of 
winters   of 

)    found   that   sagebrush 
the  diets  of  mule  deer 
1975-76  and   1976-77,   re 

spec 
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SI 

for  82  and 
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No  conflict 
Identified 
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their  habitat   will  coo 
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case-by-cas 

onltoring  of   these 
onflicts  which  are 
e   basis. 

Aerial 

and 

ground   census  data  were 

by  ODFW   to 

neate  seasonal 

145-36. 


Iraple 


iley  MFP  will 


page  1-4  of  the  DRMP/DEIS,  Planning 
the  grazing  management  decisions  of 
within  a  reasonable  timeframe.  This  is  because  the 
effectiveness  of  those  decisions  depended  heavily  upon  very  large 

funded  and  there  are  no  Indications  that  they  will  be.  For  this 
reason,  the  current  planning  process  has  reoriented  the  Proposed  Plan 
toward  management  prescriptions  which  are  much  less  investment 
Intensive. 

Refer  to  response  145-38.  Such  assumptions  are  necessary  in  order  to 
analyze  an  adequate  range  of  alternatives  In  the  DRMP/DEIS  as 
required  by  NEPA.  In  contrast  with  earlier  planning  efforts,  however, 
the  Proposed  Plan  has  been  designed  to  be  fully  operational  over  a 
broad  range  of  funding  and  staffing  levels  and  is  not  dependent  upon 

predictions  are  not  Included  because  they  are  not  pertinent.  Public 

monetary  bottom  line  (income,  expense,  cash  flow).  By  law,  BLM  is 
required  to  manage  for  a  broad  spectrum  of  nonmonetary  values  as  well 
as  monetary  values.  Most  receipts  such  as  grazing  billings  do  not 
return  directly  to  the  RA,  but  contribute  to  the  general  treasury.  As 
such,  cash  flow  predictions  are  not  a  valid  measure. 


2-87. 
s  145-38 


145-15 

Refer  t 

response   2-87. 

145-16 

Refer   t 

responses  2-6  and   2-10 

145-17 

Refer   t 

response   2-87. 

145-18 

Refer   t 

response   2-87. 

145-19 

Refer   t 

response   2-87. 

145-22 
145-23 


145-24 
145-25 
145-26 


145-27 
145-28 


145-29 
145-30 


There  are  plans  for  additional  water  sources  for  West  Sagehen 
Allotment  to  Improve  livestock  distribution.  DRMP/DEIS,  Appendix  3, 
Table  7  has  been  corrected  to  include  these  projects;  see  Appendix 
Table  14. 


DDlem.  This  has 
asponse  43-5. 


the  PRMP/FEIS. 


he  areas  proposed  for  water  facilities  are  cur 
anges.  These  ranges  are  in  unsatisfactory  cond 
rom  water.  The  proposed  big  game  forage  alloca 


conflict.  It 
which  indica 
Eriogonum  cu 
significant 


ponse  2-63. 
a  special  s 


ind  2-10. 
:atus  specie 
grazing  managemei 


While 

11  res 
pedes. 


2-63. 


Page  2-2  calls  for  continuation  of  present  management 
Alternative  D.  The  Riley  Crazing  EIS  only  analyzed  the  impacts 
associated  with  livestock  grazing  and  is  only  a  portion  of  the 
present  management  direction.  The  Riley  MFP  calls  for  12  addlt 
water  sources  (reservoirs,  spring  developments,  or  guzzlers)  i 
Sagehen  Allotments. 


East  and  We 

Refer  to  responses 


and  4-7. 


Refer  to  response  2-10.  Also,  p.  3-26  of  the  DRMP/DEIS, 
phrase  "current  forage  commitments"  which  are  allocatlo 
Drewsey  and  Riley  planning  processes. 


Specific  parameters  discussed  in  Appendix  6,  Table  2  (Criteria  for 
Evaluating  Aquatic  Habitat),  were  used  to  develop  condition  and  trend 
data  presented  in  DRMP/DEIS,  Appendix  6,  Table  1,  Aquatic  Habitat. 
For  additional  information,  refer  to  response  2-3. 


145-46 
145-47 
145-48 
145-49 
145-50 
145-51 
145-52 
145-53 

145-54 
145-55 


In  reference  to  the  1982  EIS,  data  presented  were  not  Inaccurate 
given  circumstances  found  in  the  RA  at  that  time.  In  1982,  DEQ  had 

Additionally,  the  State  and  Federal  agencies  had  not  developed  best 
management  practices  for  nonpoint  source  (NPS)  pollution  nor 
identified  those  NPS  impacts  on  the  beneficial  uses  of  water.  For 
details  of  utilization  and  grazing  systems  proposed,  please  see 
PRMP/FEIS,  Appendix  1,  Table  4.  Also,  refer  to  response  2-7  regarding 
utilization  levels. 

Monitoring  and  evaluation  of  field  data  Indicate  that  livestock  were 
often  directly  responsible  for  poor  riparian  condition,  degraded 
aquatic  habitats  and  poor  water  quality.  The  No  Action  Alternative 
would  not  resolve  existing  multiple-use  conflicts  within  the  RA. 
Additionally,  the  BLM  Is  required  under  FLPMA  to  prepare 
comprehensive  land  use  plans  consistent  with  the  principles  of 
multiple-use  and  sustained  yield  (see  responses  6-3,  6-4  and  6-6). 


145-44   The 


andards.  Als 


would  leave  many  wat 
response  2-28. 
n  and  subsequent  silt 


RA 


processes 


silt  and  sediment 
en  accelerated  by  poor  management  of 
livestock  In  riparian  zones.  Methodology  used  to  identify  condition 
of  aquatic  habitats  was  reviewed  in  the  DRMP/DEIS  Volume  II,  Appendix 
6,  Table  2,  Criteria  for  Evaluating  Aquatic  Habitat. 

Refer  to  responses  2-4  and  2-28  and  Appendix  1,  Table  4,  PRMP/FEIS. 

Refer  to  responses  2-3,  2-4  and  145-42. 

See  Appendix  1,  Table  4,  PRMP/FEIS.  Also,  refer  to  response  2-7. 

Refer  to  responses  9-10  and  13-9. 

Refer  to  responses  2-63  and  28-1. 

Refer  to  responses  2-49,  2-61  and  28-1. 

Refer  to  responses  2-49,  2-61  and  28-1. 

It  Is  not  feasible  to  list  all  possible  range  Improvements  in  a  land 
use  plan.  Alternative  C  is  the  Bureau's  Preferred  Alternative.  Refer 
to  response  145-20  and  145-28. 

Refer  to  responses  2-49,  2-61  and  28-1. 

land  treatments  are  proposed 


For 
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1982.  or  alter  the  proposed  systems  as 

a  case-by-case  basis.   We  believe  there  to 


the 


Text  page  4-28  (WETLAND/PLAYA/MEADOW  HABITAT): 
Table  5-3  (appendix  page  5-9)  verifies  that  the  BLM 
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ct  for  concluding  that 
ng  trend  as  a  resul t  o 
them.  Lacking  conditi 
e  made.   Lacking  ut i 1 1 

e  assume  that  proposed 
o  their  own  pastures. 


is  is 


the 


t  h  ': 


to  the  prec 
If  It  did. 


area.  It  certainly  is  empowered  to  rectify  that 
Lacking  knowledge  of  the  habitat  requirements  o 
particular  species,  and  lacking  a  knowledge  of 
and  therefore  potential  conflict,  between  spec! 
finally  lacking  the  specific  knowledge  that  a  g 
or  Intensity  is  causing  harm  to  a  particular  pc 


if ounded. 


(WILD  AND  SCENIC  RIVER  DESIGNATION 


Iderness  IMP 


NOT  prohibit  livestock  Improvements 
as.   Certain  types  of  facllltes,  such 
lblted,  but  livestock  watering 
i   allowed,  so  long  as  they  meet  a 


anything  which 
Jng-term    Impal 

ether  construe 
>nsl deration    a: 

rougout  the  w« 
>tabl lshed. 

page  4-46  (CULTURAL  RESOURCES) 
9  incredible  to  us  that  the  BLM 
ing,  and  that  It  would  purport 


the  most  te 


Phr 


page  4-68  (ECONOMIC  CONDITIONS 
section  is  woefully  inadequate 

damage 


result  of  lmple: 

reflect  the  potential  econom 
communltites  and  the  economy 
eluded  to  elsewhere  In  this  i 


the 


Text  page  4-30  (SPECIAL  STATUS  SPECIES) 


grazing  playa 


-st  of  August.   Whl 


If  the  BLM 


th  the  degree 


gr< 


lng 


to  Jul 


to  the  general  prescription.   Furthermore,  no 
data  has  been  supplied  in  this  Plan  which  would  lead  to  the 

indeed  any  habitat  component  is  deficient  for  this  species 
anywhere  in  its  range.   We  repeat  our  position  that  the  mere 
presence  on  a  given  parcel  of  land  of  two  species,  be  they 
wild  or  domestic,  does  NOT  constitute  the  presence  of 

Likewise,  no  evidence  Is  presented  In  this  Plan  that  the 
Long-Billed  Curlew  is  somehow  suffering  from  the  current 
management  of  the  range  In  this  resource  area,  so  that  a 
prescription  of  no  livestock  grazing  from  April  1  to  June  30 


[  epl 


n  until  forage  availability  is  restored"  under 
ive  C.   The  need  to  replace  equipment,  facilities, 
stock  is  not  a  matter  of  choice;  nor  is  the  payment 
debt.   This  Is  an  extremely  poor  and  simplistic 

and  shows  a  poor  understanding  of  ranching  and 
jre  in  general,  which  have  very  high  capital 


(MANAGEMENT  DIRECTIV 


BY  ALTERNATIVES) 
a   of  this  table  a 


the  mere  fact  of  their  species,  present 
California  Bighorn  in  their  present  habl 
construction  of  livestock  watering  facil 
way  be  harmful  to  the  bighorn.  No  basis 
for  the  conclusion  that  the  restriction 


JZ^&*y. 


We  take  strong  exception  to  the  conclusion  that  •'reduced 
grazing  pressure  would  benefit  some  of  these 
If  the  BLM  has  evidence  that  grazing  Is  harmful 
esources  of  a  specific 
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Refer   to   response   145-23. 


uld    only   supply  wat 


See  glossary  DRMP/DEIS,   pp.    6-11  and   6-13,   which  define  satisfactory 
and   unsatisfactory  big  game  habitat   conditions.   The  management 
actions  are  designed   to  correct  any  habitat  component  deficiencies. 

Yoakum   (1974)   described  one  of   the   preferred  characteristics  of 
antelope  habitat   in  the   sagebrush  steppe  as  areas   having  10   to  30 
percent   forb  composition.   This   is   true  because  antelope   prefer 
succulent  forbs   throughout   the   summer.   The   recommended  management 
actions   to   improve   forb  availability  would   Improve  antelope  habitat. 


145-3  and  145-43 


145-61 
145-62 
145-63 
145-64 
145-65 


145-66 
145-67 
145-68 


Refer  to   responses  2-4,   2-5  and   145-45. 

Refer   to   response  2-2  and  2-26. 

Refer   to  response   1-19  and  Appendix   3  o 

Refer   to  responses   1-19  and  7-13. 

There  is  a  difference  between  grazing  o 
around  playas.  Forbs  around  playas  Init 
This  can  take  place  throughout  the  summ 
the   playa  and   precipitation. 


upland   forbs 
dependent  up 


Refer   to   responses  2-78  and  137-8. 

Where  habitat  conflicts  have  been  Identified 
management  actions  have  been  formulated  to  r« 
conflicts.  As  data  and  information  become  av; 
actions  within  the  scope  of   this  RMP  will  be 


2SOlv 


L  if  1 


or  particular  specie 

lable,  ma 
nitiated 


145-69   Wild 


IMP 


prohibit  livestock  improvements  In  WSAs 
portion  of  the  reach  of  the  Middle  Fork  of  the  Malheur  Riv 
Bluebucket  Creek  Is  within  the  2,080-acre  administered  pri 
management  area  which  was  proposed  and  accepted  through  a 
management  decision  in  the  previous  Drewsey  RA  MFP . 

•a  along  the  rive 


The  2, 

)80  acre 

baa 

cally 

Include 

that  i 

,  within 

the 

canyon 

her 

in  the 

Drewsey 

MFI 

lotes 

allowanc 

standards  for 


pasture  which  can  be  made  compatible  with  the  use  o 

However,  grazing  use  does  not  allow  livestock  impro 

administered  primitive  area  (I.e.,  the  river  and  cr 

this  reach  of  river  and  creek  is  designated  as  part 

Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers,  the  management  guidelines  a 

such  rivers  notes  under  Management  Standards  for  Wild  River  Areas, 

item  f,  "Agricultural  Practices  and  Livestock  Grazing:  Agricultural 

use  is  restricted  to  a  limited  amount  of  domestic  livestock  grazing 

and  hay  production  to  the  extent  currently  being  practiced.  Row  crops 

are  prohibited." 


Some  heavily  grazed  areas  will  have  important  cultural  resources 
present  that  have  not  been  documented  and  where  no  projects  are 
planned,  including  riparian  zones.  Any  management  practices  that 
reduce  overall  Impacts  to  these  zones  may  beneficially  affect 
cultural  sites  by  minimizing  soil  erosion  and  trampling  of  sites 
caused  by  livestock  congregation.  Livestock  grazing  may  be 

istlng  database  indicates  that  highly 


lacking,  since  t 
nsitive  cultural 
eluding  riparian 


145-71   The  intent  of  recognizing  the  numbers  of  large  and  small  operations 
is  to  better  display  the  impacts  to  smaller  operations.  Without  this 
division,  large  operations  statistically  overshadow  the  smaller 
operations.  The  text  has  been  changed  to  better  express  this  intent. 

145-72   The  word  "many"  should  be  replaced  by  the  word  "some." 
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146 


Bureau  of  Land  Managemei 
HC  74-12533  Highway  20  < 
Hlncs.    OR   97738 


you  further  define  your  management  direction  for  ORV  areas  to  sho 
are  actually  intended  and  specifically  where  these  uses  would  occu 
.1-31,  you  state:  "2.  Maximize  the  development  of  usable  ORV  areas 
country    routes    (including   snowmobiles    and  motorcycles),     including 


The    low   rainfall    and 


identified   in  the 


aging  OKV  cross 


I    have    further   concerns    regarding    the    effects    of   0 
and  plants,    especially   on   sensitive    and   rare    speci 

would   hate    to   see    similar    situations    developing   he 


will   discourage    and   handle 
lands    intermixed  with  BLH 


the  Ochoco.    I    know   that    letting  ORV  use   develop  without  control    is   not 
to  go  either.      Established  use    is  much  harder    to  control    than  use    that 


the    types   of   ORV   uses   and    the 


your    final.    The 


Refer   to   response  1-23.   The  ORV  use   Intended   for  management  within 
the  RA   Include  cross-country  motorcycle,    specialized   vehicle  and  2 
and  4-wheel  drive   vehicles  on  designated    roads  and   trails  as  allowed 
on  a  case-by-case   basis.   Other  uses   Include   Intensive   off-road 
vehicle  use   In  specific  areas   (the  only  area   Is  Radar  Hill)  and 
snowmobile   use   In  areas  north  and  west  of  Burns  which  are  adjacent   to 
the  Malheur  National   Forest.   Since   the  snowmobile  use   is   in  areas  at 
lower  elevations   than  those    in  the   forest,    the  use    is  more  short-term 
(mid-winter),    sporadic  and   in  some   winter  seasons,  almost   nonerlstent 


Che 


oi 


snowmobile  use  are  no 
not  be  maximized.  The 
DRMP/DEIS,  Table  3.13 
noted  in  a  n 


2,  in 


the  various  off-road  vehicle  uses  and 
n  the  Recreation  Map  R-l .  These  uses  will 
ting  off-road  vehicle  designations  in 
open,  closed  and  limited  are  now 


Unacceptable  resource  Impacts 
stated  as  "considerable  adven 
precisely,  this  term  does  not 
duration  and  small  area  which 
critical  soils,  or  life  cyclei 
degradation  In  any  degree  of  , 


should 


appropriately 


si.i.-r 


.Idnr 


Section  9(a)  « 

planning  system  and  gi1 
such  as  fire,  flooding 


\  ht.fi 


nclude  ephemeral  impacts  of  short 
o  not  affect  endangered  species, 

significant  cultural  site  shall  be 
dverse  effect."  For  Bureau  purposes, 
s  a  tool  to  be  used  to  protect  areas  whe 
the  areas  can  be  processed  through  the 
proper  designation,  and  for  emergencies 
ually  deep  snow  (for  wildlife 


9(a 


DRV 


is 


11644 


effects.  However,  there  must  be  a  clear  showing,  not  merely 

adverse  Impact.  When  these  conditions  prevail,  immediate  closure  or 
restriction  must  be  made.  Restrictions  may  be  made  for  a  specific 
type  of  vehicle  causing  the  adverse  effects.  Under  Section  9(a), 
closure  or  restriction  may  be  made  without  public  participation,  and 
the  closure  or  restriction  may  be  rescinded  without  public 
participation. 


ample  public 


3tlce  will  be  given  of  th 
taken,  as  is  appropriate, 
Igate  the  adverse  effects 


all  feasible 


146-2 
146-3 
146-4 


1-23  and  146-1. 
1-23  and  146-1. 


e  it  becomes  known  that  the  BLM  is  encouraging  ORV  use.  it  will  no 
ore  large  groups  will  want  to  have  enduros .  meets,  and  competition 

already  been  proposed  on  National  Forest  lands  in  the  Prineville 
le  this  might  be  beneficial  to  the  local  economy,  I  feel  this  type 
ivity  is  not  suitable  on  public  lands.   The  impacts  are  devastatin 

need  another  Barstow  run  located  in  Eastern  Oregon. 

le  2.1-31  does  mention  "unacceptable  resource  Impacts",  but  exactl 
cceptable  is  not  spelled  out.  This  leaves  room  for  considerable  a 
erpretation,  with  the  potential  for  BLM  having  to  defend  its  posit 


BLM  should  be  trying  to  promote  both  an  appreciation  for  the  unique  ecology 
the  Great  Basin  and  an  attitude  of  responsible  use  to  protect  that  ecology. 
Too  many  people  travelling  Route  20  think  of  Eastern  Oregon  as  that 


-ended,  vague  dir 


ides  an  opportunity 


^r^- 
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January  28,    1990 


147 


Joshua 

District  Manager 

Burns  District 

Bureau  of  Land  Managent 

HC  74-12533 

W.   Highway  20 

Hines,   OR  97738 


147-1         Refer   to  responses  2-5  and  3-13. 
147-2  Refer   to  response  2-11  and  2-49. 

147-3  Refer   to   responses  2-68,    11-11  ai 


I 


I  wish  to  comment  on  a  few  isues,  as  follows:  I  am  opposed  to  fencing  any  of 
the  streams  in  this  RMP.  Very  little,  if  any,  off-site  forage  will  be  available 
to  replace  the  AUM's  lost  in  fencing  riparian  areas.  These  off-site  fields  are 
presently  being  grazed,  annually. 


fnrsee  a  problem 


numbers  be 


n  an  allotment  they  should  work  with  the 
i  instead  of  saying  nothing.  Then  later 
'  not  solve  the  problem  in  any  way. 

horse  Herd  Management  Areas.  BLM  already 
ow  the  maximum  in  all  HMA's.  The  wild 
mpeting  with  the  commercial  horse 


Sincerely. 

Allan  Otley  C7 


148 


U.  ;.  Department  of  the  Intcrio 
Bureau  of  land  Management 
Three  Rivers  Kanas-ement  Plan 


In  regard  to  your  Three 
section  on  access  needs,  '.. 
total  disregard  of  the  pri 
your  map  I.  I,  It  is  obvir 


pub  11 


lands. 


e  Management  Plan 
dismayeJ  with  your 
.   After  a  study  of 
ally  all  of  the  -ro» 


i.-nd 


make 


a*  y  ■;  Iiave  declared 

rights  of  the  private 
nds  meet  in  the  ranching 
vironmental,  special  interest  groups, 
ut  being  tagged  with  the  job  of  baby- 
t  seems  contradictory  to  us,  that 
'lag  to  Halt  use  and  protect  those  so 
ireas,  and  in  the  next  breath,  you  are 
trying  to  increase  access  and  usaje  of  them. 

Private  property  is  one  of  the  few  remaining  place?  of  refuge 
for  our  deer,  elk,  and  antelone  herds  for  whom  you  are  now 
proposing  to  allow  so  many  .-.   u  M  3  to  help  increase  their  nunbers 
and  their  natural  habitat  areas.   It  seems  insane  to  do  this  and 
then  try  to  increase  access  to  them. 

As  you  have  surmi3ed  by  now,  we  the  undersigned,  are  definitly 
ases  in  new  access  routes,  be  it  public  or 
in  the  Three  Rivers  Management  Area, 
already  overflowing  with  roads  and  trails  to 
.1  public. 


It  is  hard  eno 
siness,  with  attacks  fro:: 
governmental  agencies,  v:i 
tting  the  general  public, 
one  breath,  you  are  tryi 
1-ed,  fragile  ri 


ite  lands 
ne  hills 
3fy  the  needs 


Si  c 


routes  portrayed  on  Map  LR-3  In  the  Proposed  Plan  are  i 

ting  roads  and  trails  on  private  lands  where  no  legal  access  has 

acquired.  Bureau  policy,  as  stated  In  Manual  2100.06,  Is  to 
Ire  lands  and  interest  in  lands,  such  as  easements,  which  are 
ed  to  provide  for  public  use  and  enjoyment  of  the  public  lands, 
ss  to  be  acquired  would  be  through  negotiated  easements  or  by 
r  means,  such  as  exchange  or  donation.  Condemnation  would  only  be 


wher 


public  lands 

uit 

h  extremely 

Important 

resource  values  and  only  af 

every  effort 

is  failed. 

acquisition, 

ill 

landowners 

would  be 

airly  compensated  and  every 

effort  would 

be 

made  to  limit  the  impact  of  public  access  through 

private  property 

The  accesses 

pot 

trayed  are 

5ene rally 

the  best  available  vehicular 

ea.  If  an  a 

Dute  does  exist,  it  Is  often 

limited  by  diffi 

cult  terral 

1,  long  dl 

stance  or  other  private  lands 

Prior  to  pur 

suing  an  acquis 

be 

considered 

arefully 

the  acquisit 

Lon. 
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Jay    Canlion    RUP-E1S 
Burnt   Vlttnlct   0((iei 
Bureau    of,    Land   Manage.me.nt 
HC    74-12533  Highway    20    tle.it 
Hlnei,    Oregon      9773S 


to  response  1-11. 


Pear    Ur.    Caution: 
A   number   of   le.tte.ii 
to   the   recommended 


llveitock    numberi    on 
icw«<  o(   the   Rancheri 


Harney  County  hai  thouiandi  o(  acrei  of  non-producing  gran  tandi, 
which  wene  pnoduclng  good  gn.au  when  the  tally  day  ilttteni  unlived 
In  thli  area.  Long  continued  over-uie  by  vatt  numberi  of  llveitock 
denuded  many  aneat  o(  the  native  graitet,  but  a  large  percentage  of 
thete  tandi  have  made  little  on.  no  ilgni  of  gnaii  u- vegetation  dur- 
ing  the  pait    (lity   yearn,    ilnce.   I  have   been  In   the  area.      It  would 

ne-ttoned  to   good  gnaa    land  with   Cneited  Wheat   Snan,    to   whene   It 


Hid 


cattle   numberi   would   not   only   be   de 
laton,    but   to    the   county   at   lange. 


to    the 


Vfny    S^nceflly. 


150 


1-11,  1-13,  2-6, 


February  9,  19 


150-2    Refer 
150-3    Refer 


sponse  12-1. 

spouses  12-1  and  12-7. 


District  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Managemen 
Highway  20  West 
Hines,  Oregon  97738 


:  develope  alternatives  A  &  C  to  restor 
igelands,  riparian  and  stream  habitats 
and  healthy  condition. 


150-2 
150-3 I 


Cattlegrazing  should  be  reduced  or  eliminated  where  appro- 
priate as  well  as  crested  wheatgrass  seeding.   Winter  range 
.  forage  allocations  for  wildlife,  namely  bighorn  sheep  should 
be  given  priority  over  livestock  allocations.   Also  with  this 
management  plan  it  is  imperative  that  Wild  &    Scenic  River 
designation  be  given  for  all  of  the  South  and  Middle  forks 
of  the  Malheur  River  (except  for  the  stretch  through  the 
Drewsy  area)  all  of  Bluebucket  Creek  and  all  of  the  Silvies 
River. 

Lastly  I  ask  that  all  ancient  forest  areas  that  are  left  be 
identified  and  protected.   Remember,  the  stands  of  ancient 
trees  in  the  Pacific  Northwest  are  the  last  remaining  in  the 
world.   Costs  of  construction  of  new  roads  and  other  range- 
land  projects  should  be  included  under  the  various  alter- 
atives as  well  as  the  environmental  impact  on  the  areas. 

Please  review  this  Resource  Plan  and  Impact  Statement  and 
make  the  necessary  changes  to  ensure  and  protect  a  most 
magnificent  natural  area. 


Connie  Lonsd 


^4-<r\uiJi-aJix^^ 
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GRANDE  RONDE  RESOURCE  COUNCIL. 


151 


BLM-Burns 

Hines,  OR   97738 

Dear  Manager-BLM, 

Our  group  has  a  strong  interest  in 
wise  stewardship  of  public  resources, 
the  -following  comments  on  the  Draft  Thr 
and  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 


already  degraded 


ing  continued  heavy  grazing  on 
cattle.   By  your  own  assessments 
o-f  public  lands  in  your  district 

on:   1,065,298  scrss  o*  a  total 


2.  The  riparian  zones  on  our  public  land  under  BLM-Burn 
District  management  have  su-ffered  -for  years  from  excessive  ca 
populations.  Not  to  propose  a  substantial  reduction  in  AUMs 
serious  failure  in  the  objectivity  o-f 


RMP-EIS  planners. 


zompone 


the  alt 


Our  empha 


The  RMP-EIS  in  its  draft  form  has 

Every  alternative  emphasizes  exploitation  of  public  land  at 
expense  of  the  owners — the  American  public.   Alternative  A 

unacceptable. 

4.   Alt 


ity,  wi 


ing 


ands  Alt 


nefit  a 


Your  comment  under  "Fore 
"The  significance  of  this  reduction  would  be 

systems?   And  "very  high"  is  a  most  unscienti 

the  value  of  public  forests  that  will  lead  ta 
priate  to  the  multiple  values  they  represent. 


S.  Recreation  is  dealt  w 
to  grazing  and  is  another  example  of  multi 
to  but  ignored  in  practice.  The  two  volun 
proposals  deals  largely  with  grazing  and  c 

for  proper  control  of  ORV  use. 


n    the    DRMP-EIS 


151-1 
151-2 
151-3 
151-4 
151-5 


espouse   1-13. 
espouse  12-4. 


Refer 
Refer 
Refer 
Refer 


le  DRMP/DEIS  does  consider 
articular  Chickahomlny  Recr 
arm  Springs  Reservoir  and  H 


RA  for  i 
the  small  lo 

campgrounds 


evelopment  of  intensive  use  areas,  in 
atlon  Site,  Diamond  Craters  OHA/ACEC, 
on  Reservoir.  Chlckahomlny  Reservoir 
^st  number  of  visitors  and  Is  the  highest  prlorit 
lopment,  followed  by  Diamond  Craters.  Because  of 
pulation  in  the  county,  plus  the  current  projecte 
ty  visitors,  development  and  management  of  more 
BLM  in  this  RA  is  not  In  the  best  Interest  of  th 


ini..  . 


In  regard  to  plans  for  campground  development,  this  document  provide 
management  direction  with  more  comprehensive  activity  plans  to  be 
written  as  a  next  step  for  addressing  specific,  on-site  needs.  Pleasi 
refer  to  responses  1-23  and  145-1  regarding  additional  explanation  o 
ORV  management  which  has  been  incorporated  into  the  PRMP/FEIS. 

13. 


118-2   and  Appendix  1,   Table  8  of   the 


151-6 

Refer  to 

response  3-1 

151-7 

Refer  to 

response  12- 

151-8 

Refer  to 

Plan. 

151-10       Refe 


Post  Office  Box  2968,  La  Grande,  Oregon  97B50 


6.   Stating  that  Riparian  Habitat  would  benefit  from  "the 
various  grazing  treatments"  p.  4-26  is  analagous  to  stating  that 
you  intend  to  put  out  the  -fire  after  you  have  ignited  it.   The 
best  and  obvious  "treatment"  is  to  prohibit  grazing  within 
drainages.   The  proposed  alternatives  give  little  or  no  attentio 
to  large  reduction  in  the  expensive  practice  of  private  grazing 
on  public  lands. 


The  DRMP-EIS  totally  omi 


;ed 


on  p. 4-69  reveal  that  Alternative  E  would  cost  the  taxpayers 
*4,355,  131  to  benefit  a  limited  number  of  grazing  permitees — 
amounting  to  a  subsidy  of  nearly  *50,000  for  each  permitee.   This 
is  a  flagrant  example  of  special  interest  welfare. 

8.   Scrutiny  of  the  very  brief  references  to  Wetland  Habitat 
p.  3-27  and  Table  3-12  reveals  how  apparently  ineffectual  BLM 
procedures  have  been  in  protecting  wetlands.   Of  the  1351  acres 
not  classed  as  "uncontrollable"  only  50  Are    in  "good"  condition 

jurisdiction  for  many  years,  there  is  reason  to  believe  that  BLM 
management  practices  and  decisions  have  fa 

the  BLM  prefers  now  to  wait  until  1997  bef 
destructive  practices.  We  fail  to  underst 
tion  for  repairing  wetland  habitat  damage 


t  p.  4-28  tr 


benefits  our  society.   Converting  the  natural  variety  of  vegeta 
tion  (and  the  habitat  it  provides  for 
and  animals)  is  a  desecration  of  publ i 


the  DRMP-EIS 


cessary  before  our  public  lands 


BLM  Director 
U.S.  Congress 
U.S.  Senate, 
Sierra  Club 
Wilderness  Society 
Gov.  Goldschmidt 
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Burns  District  Off 
Att.  Joshua 
HC  74-12533  Hwy  20  West 
i:ines,  Oregon  97738 

Dear  Mr.  Harburton, 

Following  are  our 
Resource  Management  Pla 


152 


would  like  to  compli 

riparian  habitat,  aquatic  habitat  and  w 
Directives  by  Alternative  (Table  2.1)  " 
recognised  as  promoting  the  most  rapid 
(note  that  full  recovery  under  even  the 
may  require  many  years  in  some  cases)." 
to  successful  management  systems  in  man 
aid  f.'i?  planning  processes  wit?,  the  nee 
utilize  modern  technology 

We  are  concerned  about  the  30  and  50  pe 
levels  in  the  same  section.   Timing  of  use  a 
important  grazing  management  pr 


anmental  Impact  Statement:' 


anagement  to  enhan 


nguage  included  in  the 
er  quality  Management 
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parian  recovery  practicabl 
ost  favorable  management 
This  language  is  vital 
areas  providing  CRMP 
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solve  proble 
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and  conflicts 


:land  type 
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The   RMP 

and  futur 
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preestablished 
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property    and    li 

vestock   sh 
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logical  succession  and  fire 
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need  to  emphasize  vegetativ 
id  needs.   Ground  cover 


ilt  by 


aed  with  all  juniper  encroachment  areas  mapped  out  and 
ing/longterm  control  program  developed. 
The  Kiger  and  Riddle  KMA  ACECs  are  not  biologically 


152-3        | 


Both 

5   allowed 
the   Kiger 


The  use  of  pre-established  fii 
Only  areas  with  high  resource 
continued   large  or  multiple   f] 


ontrol   lines  has  been  considered, 
ues  at   risk  and  a  history  of 
will   justify   the  costs   involved 


A  l  B 


r.tlons   give    priority 
t  order. 

aponses  4-8  and  4  -9 


life,  property 


fire  and 


suppression  policy. 

Refer  to  responses  2-68  and  11-11. 

Refer  to  response  8-9. 

This  is  a  good  recommendation  and  will  be  Incorporated  into  the  HMAP. 

The  Diamond  Craters  were  designated  as  an  0NA/ACEC  on  April  1,  1982. 

All  fires  will  be  controlled  to  prevent  loss  of  human  life  or 
property  within  the  0NA/ACEC  or  to  prevent  the  spread  of  fires  to 
areas  outside  the  0NA/ACEC  where  life  or  property  may  be  threatened. 
Use  of  heavy  equipment  for  building  fire  lines  will  not  be  allowed. 

Prescribed  burning  and  presuppressl 
allowed  when  necessary  for  the  prot 
(Recreation  Management  Plan,  1985). 


The  recreation  management 
written  and  presented  to 
acquisition  through  land 


plan  for  Diamond  Crat 
the  public  in  1985  not 
exchanges  or  purchase. 


0NA/ACEC  which  was 


(1)  El/2,  Sec.  16,  T.  28  S.,  R.  3 

(2)  W1/2NE1/4,  NW1/4,  N1/2SW1M, 
Sec.  36,  T.  28  S.,  R.  32  E. 

(3)  SE1/4SE1/2,  Sec.  36,  T.  28  S. 

Total 
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152-9 

152-10 
152-11 


available   information  and 
ACEC  designation.   Please 


The  interdisciplinary  team  considered  the 
concluded  that  the  Kiger  and  Riddle  HMAs 
0NA/ACEC  extension  met  Bureau  criteria  fo 
see  Appendix  1,  Table  16  of  the  Proposed 
management  use   constraints   in  ACECs. 


The  qualities  of  the  proposed  ACECs  were  examined  by  the  Dlstr 
ID  team  In  terms  of  the  Importance  and  relevance  criteria  esta 
in  BLM  Manual  1613.1  (see  DRMP/DEIS  Table  3.16).  Those  propose 
which  the   ID  team   felt  met   the   criteria  were   carried   forward   1 

Creek  Addition,    Foster  Flat,   Dry  Houn 

Kiger  Mustang). 


planning  process  (Sh 
Biscuitroot  Cultural 

RNA/ACEC  designation 


stabllshes  a  management  direction  in  which  the 
will  be  managed  primarily  to  maintain  the 
natural  qualities  of  the  ecosystem  in  a  state  which  is  suitable  for 
conducting  research,  monitoring  or  other  studies  on  the  plant 

livestock  or  wild  horses.  At  Foster  Flat,  the  presence  of  a  water 
source  dictates  that  fencing  to  exclude  livestock  and  wild  horses 
will  be  necessary  in  order  to  minimize  external  influences. 

Also,  refer  to  responses  3-1  and  15-17  (Foster  Flat);  and  15-13  (Hatt 
Butte);  15-15  and  15-16  (Silver  Creek);  15-22  (Squaw  Lake);  15-24  and 
15-25  (Dry  Mountain);  15-27  (Saddle  Butte)  and  4-15,  15-32  and  121-1 
(Biscuitroot  Cultural  ACEC). 


proposed  for 
at  obsidian  oc 
;  addressed  in 


signation  at  this 
rrences  which  are 
resource-specific 


management  plan  as 
Specific  and  detal 
developed  at  that 
you  have  proposed. 


the  stipulations 
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Refer 
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jsponse  145-34. 
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SEPA 


Joshua  L  Warburton 

District  Manager 

Burns  District 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

HC  74-12533  Hwy  20  West 

Hines,  Oregon  97738 

Dear  Mr.  Warburton: 

In  accordance  with  our  responsibilities  under  the  National  Environmental  Policy 
Act  (NEPA)  and  Section  309  of  the  Clean  Air  Act.  we  have  reviewed  the  Draft  Three 
Rivers  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (draft 
RMP  and  EIS).   This  planning  area  includes  1,709,918  acres  primarily  in  Harney 
County  in  southeast  Oregon. 

Based  on  our  review  we  have  rated  the  draft  EIS  EC-2  (Environmental 
Concerns  -  Insufficient  Information)    This  rating  reflects  our  concern  that  the 
declining  water  quality  trends  in  the  Malheur  and  Malheur  Lake  Basins  be  reversed 
and  that  a  distinct  "no  action"  alternative  be  developed    A  summary  of  our  comments 
will  be  placed  in  the  Federal  Register. 

As  indicated  in  Appendix  1  of  the  draft  EIS  and  the  1988  Oregon  Statewide 
Assessment  of  Nonpoint  Sources  of  Water  Pollution,  water  quality  in  many  of  the 
area's  streams  are  in  poor  condition  or  beneficial  uses  are  impaired.   The  degraded 
water  quality  conditions  in  the  Malheur  and  Malheur  Lake  Basins  is  largely  due  to 
livestock  grazing,  irrigated  agriculture,  vegetation  management,  and  recreation. 

We  would  favor  Alternative  B  over  preferred  Alternative  C.  as  it  is  more 
protective  of  water  quality  and  would  allow  a  better  chance  of  recovery.   Alternative  B 
would  exclude  livestock  for  5  +  years  from  streams  with  poor  water  quality 
(Alternative  C  would  feature  only  "temporary  removal"  of  livestock).   Alternative  B 
would  also  discontinue  livestock  grazing  along  16+  reservoirs  (four  more  than 
Alternative  C).   More  stream  miles  would  be  stopped  from  declining  or  improve. 

153-1     I  Alternative  C  allows  for  a  "variable  no-cut  buffer"  along  streams,  while 

I  Alternative  B  would  have  a  "no-cut  buffer."   Even  though  Alternative  B  appears  more 

I  conservative  the  buffer  issue  is  still  ambiguous.    (Appendix  2-2,  "General  Best  Forest 

I  Management  Practices,'  uses  the  term  "variable  no-cut  buffer. ')  The  differences 

I  between  alternatives  on  no-cut  buffers  needs  to  be  explained. 


i  the  efforts  with  agencies.   To  the  extent  that  methods  and  parameters  can 
be  agreed  upon  and  sampling  stations  and  timing  be  coordinated,  a  district  wide 
data  base  can  be  developed  that  can  be  effectively  used  for  decisionmaking. 

The  monitoring  plan  should  be  designed  to  reduce  adverse  effects  from  plan 
implementation  and  demonstrate  the  effectiveness  of  mitigation.   It  should  include 
types  of  surveys,  location  of  sampling,  parameters  to  be  monitored,  indicator 
species,  budget,  procedures  for  using  data  or  results  in  plan  implementation,  and 
availability  of  results  to  interested  and  affected  groups.  Appendices  A  and  O  of  the 
Final  Nez  Perce  National  Forest  Plan.  October  1987,  includes  the  and  approach  to 
water  quality  and  fishery  monitoring  which  we  believe  will  accomplish  the  stated 
objectives. 

As  an  integral  part  of  monitoring  a  built-in  feedback  mechanism  is  needed  so 
that  activities  causing  a  problem  will  be  corrected  before  they  are  allowed  to  continue 
and  upgrading  of  best  management  practices  or  prescriptions  to  correct  inaccurate 
predictions  occurs.   The  feedback  mechanism  will  ensure  that  mitigation  measures, 
best  management  practices,  standard  operating  procedures,  intensity  of  monitoring, 
grazing  allotment  administration,  and  timber  sale  administration  are  adjusted  when 
monitoring  indicates  a  need.   Special  grazing  allotment  administration  techniques  that 
will  increase  the  success  and  effectiveness  of  mitigation  measures  should  be 


The  RMP  also  needs  to  describe  project  monitoring    This  primarily  means 
on-site  inspection  and  administration  during  an  activity,  verifying  that  a  particular 
activity  is  occurring  as  prescribed  in  contracts,  leases,  or  permits.   Discussions 
should  include:  frequency  of  on-site  inspections  for  different  activities  (before,  during 
and  after);  events  which  trigger  when  specialists  make  site  visits;  and  chain  of 
for  how  on-site  corrections  and  decisions  are  made. 


Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  this  draft  EIS.   Because  of  the  critical 
need  for  improving  water  quality  in  the  Malheur,  and  Malheur  Lake  Basins  we 
recommend  close  coordination  with  the  Oregon  Department  of  Environmental 
Quality.   Please  contact  Wayne  Elson  at  (206)  442-1463  if  you  have  any  questions 


The  draft  EIS  lacks  a  definitive  no  action  alternative  (Council  on  Environmental 
Quality  Regulations,  §  1502.14(d)).   A  no  action  alternative,  that  is  a  continuation  of 
existing  management  plans,  would  allow  the  reader  to  have  a  reference  point  from 
which  to  compare  the  action  alternatives.   A  new  "no  action"  alternative  needs  to  be 
included  in  Chapter  4  so  that  the  environmental  consequences  of  no  action  is 
understood  for  each  of  the  resource  categories.   The  draft  EIS  uses  the  term 
"Baseline  Level"  in  some  of  the  comparison  tables.   This  needs  to  be  explained. 

The  text  states  that  the  environmental  consequences  of  management  activities 
will  have  a  "positive  effect  on  water  quality"  The  implied  reason  is  that  improved 
management  practices  will  allow  existing  degraded  conditions  to  recover.  This 
assumes  guaranteed  implementation  of  mitigation  measures.  This  is  a  significant 
assumption  that  needs  to  be  explained  further    What  changes  will  be  needed  in  the 
day-to-day  operations  of  the  district  to  effect  these  changes9  Will  increased  staffing 
or  budgets  be  required?  Are  there  circumstances  where  this  new  management 
approach  would  not  be  achieved? 

I  With  regards  to  state  coordination  we  would  suggest  that  consistency  with  the 

State  Water  Quality  Management  program  be  added  (page  1-10). 

I  The  inclusion  of  existing  conditions  for  individual  streams  is  good  (Appendix  1 . 

Table  1).  The  future  condition  or  water  quality  goals  for  individual  streams  should 
also  be  included  in  the  final  EIS.   Does  this  table  agree  with  the  1988  Oregon 
Statewide  Assessment  of  Nonpoint  Sources  of  Water  Pollution?  The  source  for  this 
data  should  be  cited.   Abbreviations  for  water  quality  category  such  as  I,  M,  and  C 
|  should  be  explained  with  the  table. 

I  When  the  terms  poor.  fair,  good,  excellent  are  used  to  describe  environmental 

conditions  (such  as  Tables  3.10,  3.11,  and  3.12  which  describe  aquatic,  riparian,  and 
wetland  habitat)  they  should  be  defined.   In  the  water  quality  discussion  on  page  4-3 
for  example,  is  "fair"  or  "good"  water  quality  consistent  with  Oregon  Water  Quality 
Standards  and  are  beneficial  uses  being  fully  supported? 


153-8      I  The  text  states  that  for  Alternative  C,  one  mile  of  stream  would  decline 

I  water  quality  apparently  due  to  mining  activity.  This  does  not  appear  to  be 

I  consistent  with  Oregon  Water  Quality  Standards  and  Antidegradation  Policy.  This 

I  should 


We  are  pleased  that  a  detailed  monitoring  and  evaluation  plan  will  be  included 
with  the  final  EIS.  The  monitoring  plan  should  respond  to  the  issues  and  concerns 
identified  in  the  scoping  process.   It  will  increase  the  ability  of  the  public  to  verify  that 
the  environmental  effects  are  within  those  described  in  the  final  EIS. 


Good  monitoring  can  be  critical  to  assurance  of  minimal  environmental 
consequences.  This  is  why  we  believe  that  the  RMP  should  contain  as  much 
detailed  as  possible  on  monitoring.  We  recognize  that  detailed  monitoring  may  n 
be  possible  in  conjunction  with  each  activity.  We  encourage  using  opportunities 


ltematlve  D  emphasizes  the  standard  100 
lternative  emphasizes  the  commodity  side 
ariable  width  buffer  is  supported  by  all 


uffer  since  that 
ces  throughout  th 


153-2    Alternative  D  Is  clearly  identified  as  the  Continuation  of  Present 
Management  or  No  Action  Alternative  on  page  2-2  of  the  DRMP/DEIS 
under  the  Alternatives  Considered  in  Detail  section.  This  is  also  th 
case  in  Table  2.1  where  all  of  the  alternatives  are  displayed  side  b 
side.  Column  5  clearly  identifies  the  subject  alternative  as  No 
Action.  Also,  refer  to  response  8-1  and  12-4. 

153-3    Refer  to  responses  2-11. 

153-4    Coordination  with  interested  State  agencies  was  facilitated  through 
the  State  Clearinghouse  of  the  Intergovernmental  Relations  Division 
of  the  Executive  Department  of  Oregon.  Direct  communication  would  be 
established  with  the  State  Water  Quality  Management  Office  for 
coordination  of  the  PRMP/FEIS. 

153-5    Water  quality  goals  were  identified  as  management  objectives  In 

DRMP/DEIS,  Table  2.1-2  through  6.  The  1988  DEQ  Statewide  Assessment 
of  Nonpoint  Sources  of  Water  Pollution  does  agree  with,  and  was  a 
source  of  information  for  data  presented  in  Table  1  of  Appendix  1, 
DRMP/DEIS. 
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2  February  1990 


Jay  Carlson 

RMP/EiS  Team  Leader 

Bureau  ol  Land  Management 

HC  74-12533 

Highway  20  W 

Hines.  OR  97738 


Dear  EIS  Team 
Staiement 


)  the  Dralt,  Three  Rivers  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact 
biologist  who  does  research  in  the  Burns  area  each  summer  anc 
>ur  toss  ol  land  and  water  that  emphasizes  natural  values. 


Water  Quality  (stream  miles) 

Water  Quality  (surface  area) 

Forest  Management  (acres) 

Fores;  Management  (annual  harvest) 

Grazing  Management  (acres) 

Grazing  Management  (initial  slocking  levels 

Special  Recreation  Management  Areas 

Off-Highway  Vehicle  Designations  (acres) 

Wild  &  Scenic  Rivers  (stream  miles) 

Wild  &  Scenic  Rivers  (acres) 

Areas  ol  Cntical  Environmental  Concern  (ac 

Visual  Resource  Management 

Cultural  Resources 


A  -  less  than  suggested 
a  -  less  than  suggested 
» than  1  million  total 


Energy  &  Minerals 

Solid  Leasable  Minerals  (acres) 

Fluid  Energy  Minerals  (oil  &  gas  lease  ; 

Although  writing  a  resource  management  plan 
the  future,  even  though  short-term  etlects  are 
Harney  County  enjoying  an 


j  easy  task,  the  hardest  part  is  making  a  commi 
I  commend  you  on  your  efforts  so  far  and  hop 
ea.i  air.  water,  and  soil  within  the  beautiful 
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Jay   Carlson 
Burns   District    Office 
Bureau    of  Land   Management 
HC   74      12533  Highway   20    V 
Ulnes,     OR   97738 
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comment  identified. 


The   proposed   BLM   actio 


Finel  Three  Rivers  Resource  Mt 
?ment,  a  'Takings  Implication  > 
by  Executive   Order   12630    (see    i 

Bureau   Directors  from  Secretary   of 


The   reallocation    and/or   reduction    of   

terty  by   approximately   5 .    (Assume   S50 


s   livestock    forage 

per   AUM    value). 
Takings   Implication 


The  letters  from  the  Harney  County  CattleWomen,  i 
Sheep  i  Woolgrowers  and  the  January  17,  1990  Riddle  Ranch  and  Western 
Range  Service  Comments  and  Response  to  the  Draft  Three  Rivera  Resource 
Management    Plan   and  Environmental    Impact    Statement    are   consistent    with 

This   response   is   our   endorsement    of  such    letters   and   Riddle   Ranch 
document.        Their   response   has   been   submitted    to    you.        We   do   not    include 
full    copy   of   text    only   for    the   reason    that    it    would   be   an    exact 
duplication    of   the   Riddle   Ranch    document    and   organizations   letters. 

Any  additional    comments    we    may   have   are   enclosed  herein   and   are 
supplemental    to    our    principal    response. 


Ill   Ponderosa  village 


City  State  .   . 

Enclosure:       Supplemental    Comments 


156 


I'"    13,1990 

156-1         Refer 


CCiu»bi«IS   FCh 


•n1  C  will  resui 
at  lr  Alternatl 


ine  reallocation  and/or  reduction  of  2U  AUw '  a  livestock  10 
In  He  t  ..arm  aprlnga  Allotment  will  reduce  tne  value  or  our  Daoe 
property  oy  ap  roxlmately  «10,500.  flease  consider  tnls  economic 
In  t:ie  reou  =  rtea  "r  Iclnf  ?  implication  Assessment ." 


oT^-t^s^^t^^SL^ 
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157 


Jay  Carlson  -  RHP/EIS 

Burns  District  Office 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

H.C.  74  -  12533  Highway  20  West 

Hines,  OR   97738 


Comments  And  Response 
Environmental  Impact 


;  many  concen 
:ives  A,  B,  and  C 

impact  upon  the  commu 

res  vague,  eapecially 


The  full  impact 
:  were  not  fully 

condition  ratings 


tock  grazing, 
and  expen- 


157-3 
157-4 


The  Draft  Three  Rivers  RMP/EIS 
of  reduced  grazing  as  proposed  in  al 
addressed.      Especially  ,   the  negative 

The  BLM  monitoring  techniques  an 
are  questionable.  Management  objectl 
surface  water  quality,  aquatic  and  reparian  habitat.  T 
for  the  surface  water  and  aquatic  and  riparian  habitat 
and  seem  to  be  the  "heart"  of  the  proposed  reductions  i 
Yet,  if  cattle  were  to  be  removed  from  these  areas,  wou 
wild  horses  still  use  these  creeks  and  areas  unless  an  < 
sive  fencing  system  was  implemented? 

I  There  is  absolutly  no  basis  for  giving  wildlife  and  wild  horses 

priority  over  cattle  in  forage  allocations.     This  has  already  been  contested. 

I  In  the  West  Warm  Springs  allotment,   estimated  capacity    (82S9  aum's)    is 

2908  aum's  below  active  preference  (11,167  aum's)  and  the  range  is  classified 
unsatisfactory.  Appendix  3-114-115.  Yet  the  average  actual  use  (5952  aum's) 
is  half  of  the  acitve  preference.  In  the  last  three  years  the  average  actual 
use  had  been  only  4255  aum's  6912  aum's  below  preference.  Plus  this  allot- 
ment has  had  over  50,000  acres  of  burn  due  to  lightning  fires  in  the  last 
five  years.  In  essence  this  range  has  been  rested  and  allowed  to  revigorate. 
I  The  estimated  earring  capacity  information  is  grossly  inaccurate  and  reflects 
the  BLM's  attempt  to  cut  livestock  grazing  "across  the  board". 

The  area  shown  as  mule  deer  wintering  range  in  the  West  Warm  Springs 
ment  is  in  error.     The  area  mapped  as  winter  range    (Ch  3-30)   was  burned 

1985  by  lighting  fire.     This  area  doesn't  provide  any  browse   .     The 
mapped  as  winter  range  is  also  a  short  distance  from  the  Malheur  National 
ife  Refuge.       The  Refuge  provides  open  water  all  winter  with  springs 
greater  variety  of  feed.     Any  increase  in  aum's  for  deer  in  the  West 
Springs  allotment  would  certainly  not  be  realistic. 
The  wild  horse  numbers  in  the  Warm  Springs  allotments  are  above  the 
ium  allowed.      In  order  to  improve  forage  the  first  thing  to  be  done 
ing  those  numbers  back  down  to  the  proper  level.     Apparently  forage 
be  adaquate  as  the  wild  horses  are  reproducing  at  a  fast  pace.     Any 

Livestock  aum's  for  horses  is  unfounded. 
Alternatives  A,   B,   and  C  will  result  in  a  substantial   loss  of  our  base 
property  value.     The  proposed  BLM    actions  may  result  in  reducing  the  size 
of  our  operation  so  that  it  is  no  longer  an  economical  unit.       Therefore, 
we  request  that  if  alternatives  A,   B,  or  C  are  considered  that  prior  to    - 
issuing  the  Final  Three  Rivers  Resource  Management  Plan  Enviromental   Impact 
Statement,   a   "Takings  Implication  Assessment"  be  completed  . 


157-1 
157-2 


157-3 
157-4 


157-7 
157-8 


Refer  to   responses  2-11, 


This  are 
Also,    re 


is  generally  used  in  early  winter  before  snowfall  ai 
res  become  too  severe  and  In  late  winter  after  snow  i 
sr   to   responses  2-10  and   145-36. 

lorses  and  burros  are  currently  substantially  below 
amber  allowed  in  the  Warm  Springs  HMA  as  listed  on  ai 
report  dated  December  8,    1989.   Also,   refer  to   respoi 


er  to  response  2-63. 
er  to  response  2-36. 
Appendix  3,   Table  7,   DRKP/DEIS  and  Appendl 

er  to   response   2-87. 


RMP/EIS  Comment  , 


by  Executive  Order   12630    (see  the  November  8,    1988  Memorandum  to  all  Assistant 
Secretaries  and  Bureau  Directors  from  Secretary  of  Interior,    Donald  P.   Hodd) . 

The  reallocation  and  or  reduction  of  aum's  livestock  forage  in  West  Warm 
Springs  allotment  will  reduce  the  value  of  our  base  property.  Please  consider 
this  economic  loss  in     the  requested   "Takings  Implication  Assesment." 

provement  of  range  condition.     Alternatives  A,B,and  C  are  not  consistent 
with  those  objectives. 

In  all  the  Alternatives  including  the  "preferred"  a  huge  amount  of 
funding  would  be  needed  for  livestock  range  improvements.      Funding  and 
personnel  has  not  and  probably  would  not  be  available.     Therefore  the  only 
course  of  action  would  be  the  reduction  of  livestock  grazing  to 
of  the  livestock  industry  and  community. 

letters  fro-i  the  Harney  county  Stockgrowers ,   CattleWomen, 
and  the  document  prepared  by  Riddle  Ranch  and  Western  Range  Service 
~~ icir  responses  have  been  submitted 


!•:,  ■■  ■■  m*  Tidations 

hould  not  be  inplemented.     They  i 
as  Burns,   Oregon  that  depends  he. 


Alternatives 
devastating  t 
cattle  and  timber  industry 

The  Drewsey  and  Riley  MFP  are  working  and  sh 

Alternative  D  comes  the  closest  to  that  objective. 

157-8        |  Range  improvement  should  continue  as  funds  a 

157_o        a  Long  term  studies  should  be  conduct) 

I    range  condition.     Adjustments  could  then  I 

I   Grazing  should  be  maintained  at  present  1 

|   definitly  defined. 

Sincerely, 


William  S.   Peila 


Appendix  11-157 


Oregon 

University 
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-1 

Refer 

to  response  2-67 

-2 

Refer 

to  response  6-8 

-3 

Refer 

to  responses  2-" 

Bureau  of  Land  Managera 
Burns  District  Office 
HC  7^ - 12533  Hwy  20  Ues 

Dear  Mr.  Uarburton: 


Environmental  Impact 


lected  properly  and  with  : 


is  a  gen 
ial  of  cu 


ality  of  the  data  included 
n  of  methodology  for  collect 
ategies  must  be  included  so 


gical  knowledge 


ng  is  focused 
ng  of  grazing  ! 


vestock  grazing 
ted  in  professio 


d  in  the  Three  Rivers  Area.  Wi 
is  a  possibility  to  focus  the  ■ 
ands  to  maximize  benefits  for  e- 


policy,  but  the  inevitable 
dissatisfaction  fro 


then  embark   i 


0)  C<fyuu^/ 

Jllliam  C.'Kruege/ 
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159-1         Refer 


sponse    152-8,    last   paragraph. 


be   rerr,0uej    sKcJd    be    ?oc«.J   «  *»   p-^-    U.  ftumLrrf 
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Burns  District  Office 
Bureau  of  I^md  Management 
H.C.  74  -  12533  Highway  20  West 
Hines,  Oregon  97738 


I  would  like  to  endorse  the  letters  sent  to  your  office  by  the  Harney 
County  Stoeitgrowers ,  CattleWomen,  Psxm  Bureau  and  the  document  prepared  by 
Riddle  Ranch  and  Western  Range  Service. 

I  have  a  few  thoughts  of  ny  own  to  pass  along.  We  have  a  permit  in 
the  West  Warm  Springs  Allotment  and  having  spent  the  last  few  years 
tending  to  our  cattle  and  helping  neighbors  I  am  amazed  to  learn  that  a 
reduction  in  aum's  is  even  beign  considered.  The  use  of  aum's  is  way  down 
in  proportion  to  the  preference  and  the  feed  is  abundant.  There 
were  miles  of  range  our  cattle  never  even  saw  let  along  grazed,  just  in 
our  allocated  area. 

My  recommendation, concerning  alternatives  A,  B,  and  C  should  not  be 
implemented.  Our  community  is  unstable  at  best  and  the  economical  impact 


Lori  Peila 


161 


March    1@,    i990 
Janet   L.    Stewart 
P.O.    Box      64 
Antelope^   Oregon    97005 


District  Manager 
Bureau   of    Land   Managemen 
HC-7412533    Hwy .    20   West 
Hines,    Oregon    97738 


currently  responsible   for  the 
Manager,   Craig  M.  Hansen.   The 
approve   the  RHP   is   the  State 


161-2  | 
161-3  I 


161-4  I 
161-5  | 


ified  and  protected, 
roads  and  other  ran 


I  demand 
addressed 
intirely 


the  So 
(except  for  the  r 
Bluebucket  Creek 


sted  wheatgras 


rk  and  Middle 
trough  the  Dr 


ea5,Ualllofr 
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Malheur  Field  Station 
HC  72  Box  260 
Princeton  Oregon  97721 
12  February  1990 


Burns  District  Offlc 
HC  74-12533 
Highway  20  u 
Hi  nee,  Oregon  97736 


162-1         Refer  to  response  6-13. 

162-2  The  South  Narrows  ACEC  designation  will  be    retained.   The   Bureau 

expects  to  continue  the  activities  begun  under  the  Stephanomerl 
malheurensls  study  plan.  The  Proposed  Plan  presents  management 
actions  that  the  Bureau  expects  to  undertake  for  RNA/ACECs  and 
special  status  plant  species. 


preparation  of 


voi  of  Managing 


Elaeuhere  in  the 


ing  the  paet  fe 
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Highway  20  W. 
Hines,  OR  97738 
Attn.  Jay  Carlso 


Concerning  the  Three  Rivers  Resource  Management  Plan, 

here  are    some  specific  observations  concerning  permittees  on 

the  House  Butte  allotment  and  the  effects  this  plan  would 

In  reference  to  the  Discuitroot  Cultural  ACEC,  any 

present  livestock  use  on  the  House  Butte  allotment  #5529. 

The  present  AMP  on  allotment  #5529  has  been  in  place  since 

little,  if  any,  effect  of  the  availability  of  the  cultural 

plants  gathered  by  the  local  Indian  tribes.   As  near  as  can 

be  detected,  livestock  grazing  has  a  positive  impact  on  the 

species  of  plants  that  are  utilized  by  the  Indians.   The 

species  gathered  by  the  Indians  are  not  palatable  (except  for 

species  gathered  by  the  Indians  by  reducing  the  competition 

In  the  1950's  and  60's,  when  the  House  Butte  area    had 

much  heavier  livestock  use,  and  the  Biscuitroot  ACEC  was 

grazed  much  more  severely  than  it  is  under  the  present 

gathering.   Since  there  are    less  livestock  in  this  area    since 

the  Indians  gather  has  been  maintained.   We,  therefore, 

cannot  support  a  reduction  in  livestock  grazing  concerning 

the  Indian  root-gathering  without  more  valid  scientific 

Concerning  range  improvements  on  the  House  Butte 

allotment,  the  preferred  alternative  for  this  allotment 

presently  has  2  spring  developments  for  improvements.   This 

consider  the  cost 


163-1 

Refer  to  response  4-15. 

163-2 

Refer  to  response  145-53 

163-3 

Refer  to  responses  2-7  ar 

163-4 

Refer  to  response  2-46. 

163-5 

Refer  to  response  3-9. 

are  totally  unworkable  in  a  good  gra 
Removing  livestock  from  streams 
management  of  their  wild  horse  progr 
poor  decisions  by  the  BLM  that  would 
everyone  who  grazes  public  land. 


the  House  Butte  permittees  1 


taken  the  time  to 


House  Butte  allotment.   Although 


^thing  approaching 


the  report  -  decisions  that  have  no  recognized  and  accepted 
scientific  research  methods  to  back  them  up. 

The  rancher  of  today  recognizes  the  need  for  stewardshi 
of  the  land  and  has  cooperated  with  the  BLM  in  all  managemen 
decisions  made  to  improve  the  public  land.  The  current  tren 
with  the  BLM  -  in  their 


their  back", 


then  must  re-org 


n  conclusion,  the  rancher  has  done  a  ga 
xng  the  rangelands  and  any  attempt  to  d 
rt  like  the  Three  Rivers  Resource  Area 


Respectful ly 


Norman    C.    Clark       James    H.    Sitz  Harvey    Cronin  Helen    Opie-, 

W    162  *         Box    3V  V    CVJ?V7  Lc%    Hi 


Drewsey,  OR 


OR       Drewsey,  OR      Drewsey,  OR 
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Jay  Carlson-  SH/SIS 
Burns  District  Office 
Eureau  of  Land  Ilanacement 
HC  ?t-12533  "izhway  20  Wes 
Hines,  Oregon     97738 


,  Concerning-  :  uddy  Cree!'.  Alloteraent     yO< 


aruhas  completed   five  cycles.      This  system  lias  worked  well,  and  ranj--e 
conditions  have  improved.     Durin(;  this  time,   elk  population  has  increased 
in  this  area.     The  BLK  wants  to  take  20  A.t.Ii.'s  from  livestock  and  give 
to  the  elk.     The  elk  population  would  not  have  increased  over  the  past 
seven  Jrears  if  there  was  not  an  abundant  amount  of  forage.     Vat  this 
?ora  e  net   heen  there,    the  elk  would  not  have  moved  into  this  area. 

I  cannot  support  any  reduction  in  livestock  grazin<;  for  improvement 
of  water  quality,     ^ne  majority  of  Kuddy  Creek  lies  on  private  land. 
I  cannot  believe  that  the  water  quality  is  poor  in  this  stream.     There 
is  plenty  of  forage  left  in  this  allotement  to  control  any  erosion. 

I  believe  that  livestock  ^razinj  at  the  present  rate  has  a 
positive  impact  on  the  ran,;e  conditions  or  iluddy 


s  ccer: 


Respectfully, 


*&u6t* 


■D/*" 
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Jay  Carlson  -  RKP/BIS 
Burns  District  Office 
Bureau  of  Land  Hanagem 
HC-74  -    12533  Highway 


ne  begin  by  saying,    I   an  a   rancher     and  proud  i 

ad  on  a   ranch  as  was  my  husband.      Ve   now  are   ra 

Ranching   Is  not    only  a    Job  but   a   way  of    life. 

hourly  wages,    benefits,    etc.      The  a 


1  n  in- 


dependent upon 
keep  the   ranch 


do  anything  to  harm 


lvate  haylands  during 


Kr^en 


...,,.-'  -1 


Thl 


1  1  t.in 


winter 


also  eat  right  out  of  our  haystacks, ruining  i 
or  more  than  they  consume  Ve  pay  a  fair  price  to  graze  on  the  publ 
lands  yet  receive  no  compensation  for  supporting  the  wildlife.  lot  < 
acknowledgement! 

As  for   the   wild  horses,    let   me  soy  many  ranchers  like    horses;    y< 

areas  for   years.      They  weren't   considered  a    big  problem  un' 
goverment   decided  to  manage   them.      First    the  BLM  said  they 


the  federal 


whatev 


1  h  1  --- 


y.-ir 


K..w 


nnv 


RI.N 


up 


enough,    they 


Horse   Program.       They   release  quit 
done  again  and  again.      But   all    th 

ranchers  livelihood.       It    must    be  easy   to  sit    la  an  off 

of    life!      PEOPLE, like   you  and    I,    not   animals!      The  wll 
survive  but   will    the   family  ranches? 

The  cattle  are  supposedly  rulnlog  the  water  quail 
and  wildlife  never  seem  to  be  mentioned  Personally  I 
problem.       I'm  much  more   turned  off    by  the  campsite    lit 


lllions  of   our   taxpayers 
feed  then  top  quality   hay, 


where   the  cows 


Harney  Coun 
vers  Kanagenn 


fter  looking  through  both  volumes  several  times  I  did 
sary  of  Vol.1  under  Selective  Hanagement  Category.  At 
st    knew  what    the   "I"    stood   for  on  our  allotment.       Yet 


Refer   to  responses  4-14  and  11-11. 

This  will   be   corrected   In  the  PRMP/FEIS. 

Refer   to  response  8-4. 
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Jay   Carlson 
Burns   District    O 
Bureau    of   Land   H 
HC    71       12533   Hi  a 
Hlnes.    OR   97V3B 
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ent  identified. 


paragraphs.       If  not,    ctobe   out 

Alternatives  A,  B  end  C  will  result  In  a  substantial  loss  of  our  bas 
property  value.  The  proposed  BLH  actions  may  result  In  reducing  the  slz 
of  our  operation  so  that  it  Is  no  longer  an  economical  unit.  Therefore, 
we  request  that  if  Alternatives  A,  B  or  C  are  considered,  that  prior  to 
issuing    the    Final     Three    Rivers    Resource    Management    Plan    end    Environmenta 

authorized   by   Executive    Order    12630    (see 

to    all    Assistant    Secretaries   and   Bureau    Directors   from   Secretary   of 

Interior,    Donald  P.    Hodel). 


The  letters  from  the  Harney  County  CattleWomen,  Stockgrowers 
Sheep  &  Woolgrowers  and  the  January  17,  1990  Riddle  Ranch  en 
Range  Service  Comments  and  Response  to  the  Draft  Three  River 
Management    Plan    and  Environmental    Impact    Statement    t 


This   response 


principal    response. 


Dora    M. 

; 

i// 

1+^4-^1 

n 

■  tf~ 

Address 

n  /t 

??? 

a  o 

City 

a 

State 

Zip 

Code 

End  ob 


Burns   District    Office 
Bureau    of   Land   Management 
HC    74       12533   Highway   20    Vest 
Hlnes,     OR    97738 
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identified. 


paragraphs, 
property    velt 


The    proposed   BLH 


considered, 


p  Final  Three  Rivers  Reso 
tement,  a  'Takings  Implic 
by  Executive  Order  12630 
it    Secretaries    and    Bu 


The    letters   from    the    Harney   County   CattleWomen,     Stockgrowers,     Farm    Bureau 
Sheep   &    Woolgrowers   and    the    Januery    17,     1990   Riddle    Ranch    and    Western 
Range   Service    Comments    end   Response    to    the    Dreft    Three   Rivers   Resource 
Management    Plan    and   Environmental    Impect    Stetement    are   consistent    with    ou 


This  response  is  < 
document.  Their  response  has  be 
full  copy  of  text  only  for  the  r 
duplication    of    the    Riddle    Ranch 


of   such    letters   and   Riddle   Ranch 
i    that    it    would   be    an    exact 


herein    end 


ipel    response. 


Sincerely, 


/>*y  an 


'Cf^ZiJ 


h^C^^-Sl ,  #V 


?77a^ 
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Pel).    13,    1990 


HO 
Hit 

74,  12533  Hwy.  20  W. 
les.  Ore.   97738 

Dear  Mr. 

Carlson: 

„ 

We 

feel 

just  wa»ted  to 
about  the  reduc 

If 
incone  : 

.Tou^and^! 

it  we  could  utilize  X 

We 

sincerely  hope 

ioned  above. 


sponae  2-7,   2-11,   2-49,    and  Appendix  3,   Table  7,   DRMP/DEIS. 


Appendix  11-165 


Richard  A.  Parrish 

Attorney  at  Law 

215  S  W.  Washington  St.,  #2 

Portland,  Oregon  97204 


169 


of  operation  for  the  RA.  If  and  when  a 
ed ,  an  EA  or  EIS  would  be  prepared  as 
ysls  and  public  review  prior  to  Issuing 


Craig  M 

Hansen 

,  Area 

Manager 

Three  R 

lvers  Re 

Burns  D 

BLM 

HC  74-1 

2533 

Hwy.  20 

West 

Hines, 

Oregon 

97736 

Re:   Comments  on  Draft  Thre 

Rivers  RMP  a 

id  EIS 

Dear  Mr 

Hansen 

Th 

ase  comm 

ants  a 

re  submitted  on  behal 

of  Portland 

Hudubon 

Society 

(PAS) , 

and  ar 

e  intended  to  supplem 

itted  on 

their  b 

ahalf  by 

Linda 

Craig.   We  appreciate  the  consider 

able 

effort 

expended 

in  pr 

eparation  of  the  Draf 

Three  Rivers 

RMP  and 

EIS,  an 

ally  the  efforts  of  you  and 

Jay  Carlson  t 

the  det 

ails  of 

cument  to  interested  members  of  the 

My  comments  wil 

1  be  1 

ant  that 

Lth  the 

ial  for  gold  mining  on  BLM  lands  in 

5  Area  a 

nd  the 

potential  environmen 

al  impact  ass 

dc i a ted 

with  th 

it  possi 

bility 

Gi 

/en  the 

signif 

icant  developments  in 

cyanide  heap 

leach 

ling  act 

s  in  the  BLM  Vale  District,  and  the 

ri  the 

Three  R 

ivers  Re 

Area  (p.  9-17),  we  b 

aid 

conduct 

a  more 

thorough  and  detailed  analysis  of  the  lik 

slihood 

activity  am 

nent 

within 

the  Thre 

e  Rive 

it  stands  now 

,  the 

documen 

t  barely 

ackno 

wledges  the  potential 

for  such  development 

sponses  5-18  a 
sponses  153-8, 


169-4    Refe 


as  outlined  In 


CFR 


3809, 
the  e 
prevent 


liest  feasible  time  and  include,  among  other  measures,  the 
Ion  or  control  of  on-  and  off-site  damage  to  Federal  lands; 
topsoll  for  final  reclamation;  controlling  erosion  and  runoff; 
ng,  removing,  or  controlling  toxic  materials;  revegetatiag  of 
ed  areas  where  reasonably  practicable;  and  rehabilitating  of 


3-53;  App.  9-17. 


ing  and  processing  oper 
mative.  However,  a  sim 
i  hypothetical 


ight  determine 
n,  which  might 


Experience  has  shown  that  cyanide  heap  leach  gold  mining  a 
processing  operations  are  likely  to  contaminate  the  land,  air, 
and  water  and  are  likely  to  have  at  least  some  impact  on 
wildlife.   The  availability  of  groundwater  is  a  critical  issue 


anqi 

condition 

lys 

ot  1 

e  attempted 

den 

Ob 

igated  to  d 

data,  but  with  the  knowledge  that  such  developments  are 
reasonably  likely  to  occur  and  to  threaten  the  resource,  we 
believe  you  are  obligated  to  conduct  a  worst  case  analysis  of  the 
potential  impact.   See  40  C.F.R.  Section  1502.22. 

Similarly,  the  potential  effects  of  mineral  development  on 
surface  water  quality  are  "impossible  to  predict."   (App.  1,  T-4) 
Again,  if  some  effect  is  reasonably  anticipated,  the  data  must  be 
developed  or  a  worst  case  analysis  conducted. 

-4  a      Finally,  the  degree  of  reclamation  of  the  land  disturbed  by 
I  the  gold  mining  operations  would  have  a  long-lasting  effect  on 

I  These  issues  should  be  thoroughly  explored  in  determining  the 
|  management  plan  for  the  area  for  the  next  10-15  years. 

As  you  may  know,  the  Vale  District 
an  EIS  on  a  gold  mining  and  milling  oper 

Mountain  in  Malheur  County.  Ralph  Heft  of  that  office  would 
certainly  have  an  abundance  of  information  on  the  potential 
environmental  impacts  of  such  a  scenario. 

Again,  we  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comir 
on  the  draft  BMP  and  EIS.  We  would  be  happy  to  work  with  yc 
fill  some  of  the  gaps  in  the  analysis,  and  we  look  forward  t 
reviewing  a  more  detailed  analysis  of  gold  mining  prospects 
the  Three  Rivers  Resource  Area  in  the  final  RMP  and  EIS. 


Qj^  P^^^L 
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Joshua  L.  Warburton,  District  Manager 
Burns  District  Office 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
HC  74-12533  Highway  20  West 


The  January  17,  1990  Riddle  Ranch  and  Western  Range  Service 
Comments  and  Response  to  the  Draft  Three  Rivers  Resource 
Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement  are  consistent 


This  response  is  our  endorsement  of  such  R 
Their  response  has  been  submitted  to  you. 
include  a  full  copy  of  text  only  for  the  reason  that 
an  exact  duplication  of  the  Riddle  Ranch  document. 


are  suppl. 
Sincerely 


'jLAJQ^ 


_&L2s2s=£*J^S0 


&L-2ZZH/ 


Bureau  of  Land  Ranagen 
HC  74-12533  Highway  20 
Hines,    OR     97738 


171 


lug 


"" 


In  accord  with  nature  and  the  environment;    is  the   BLH  going 

In  Alternate  C  (the  preferred  one)-  "Acquisition  of  rip 
and  wetlands  would  assure  water  avallablllt y  for  horses  in  K 
Stlnfcingwater,    and  Varm  Springs  HRAs  throughou 


months 

s  do  cattle.   They  obviously  are 

n  areas.   Are  they  less  damaging 

e  land  going  to  be  taken  for  the 

nchecked  will  expand.   HorsesConc 

hunting  season  as  do  the  big  ga 

se  popul 

tlon  must  be  controlled.   Prlvatt 

less  funds   for   all    of    Its  programs.       Is   this  money  going  to  come   from 

program  that    includes  grazing, with  the   people  and  government   managing 

both  the    taxpayers  and  permittees. 

Speaking  of  economics,    I    felt  the  statements  in  Vol.1    p. 4-68 
"sugar-coated"    actuality.      Many  permittees  cannot   "absorb   income    loss. 
They  carry   large  debts  and  bankruptcy  may  be   the  alternative.      Due  to 
the  climate  of    this  area"change  seasons  of   use  on   base  property" would 

herd  sizes  thus  their    Income.      "Capital   expenditures  on  base  property 

less  borrowing  power.       Diversifying  crops   is   limited  due   to   low 
precepitation  and  climatic  conditions.      Leasing  of   private    land   isn't 
even  that   available  at   the   present.      "Seek  employment    in  non-agricultu 
sector"    -    in  Harney  County?!      Even  your    Impact    Statement   elsewhere 

ranchers  too  young  for  retirement  and  too  old  for  another  occupation 
with  a  ranch  worth    less  than  their  debt,    if    the   reductions  are    too 


the 


Coun 


V  t  t  .3  } 


conditio 
the  process  of  t 

ce   in   repair.      Riddle/Coyot 


s  an  unsatisfactory  range  conditii 
factory  range  conditions.  This  a: 
d  it  been  allotted  to  a  permittee 
ng  the   property  consequently  the 


Fencing  more   rlparl. 


tgrass  seedlngs  provid 
other  management   prac 


^Lu-e6^0l 


sponses  2-61  and   28-1. 


171-1         Refer 

171-2  This  parcel  has  recently   been  exchanged   to  the  Bureau.  No 

site-specific  management  has   been  developed.   Until  a  management  plan 
can  be  developed,    the   preferred  alternative   is   to  not  allocate 
Riddle-Coyote  Allotment   to  livestock  use. 

171-3  See  the  DRMP/DEIS,   p.   3-16,    for  the  Bureau  Range   Improvement 

Maintenance   Policy.   When    the    Bureau  deems   a  fence   unnecessary,    the 
unneeded  fence  materials  are   removed   to  prevent  a  hazard  and/or 


171-4  Refer 


jsponses  2-6  and  43-2. 
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V  DASH  CATTLE  COMPANY  172 

DREWSEY.  OREGON  97904 
February    12,1990 


Jay  Carlson 
Bureau  of  Land  Manag 
K  C  74  12533  Hwy  20 
Hines,  OR  97738 


Plan    and    EIS 


172-1  Lightning-caused   fir 


process;   however,    suppressi 

otal   suppression  policy  is   c 
iments  on  this  concern  will 


The  prescribed  fire  program  also  has  established   policy  that 
adhered   to   (refer   to  responses  4-8  and  4-9).   The   proposed  an 


iponses  4-8  and  4-9).   The   proposed 

based  on  limiting  factors   with  smoke 

i.   Yearly   burning 
definite  step 


sions  and  funding  being   two  of   the  majo. 
,000  to  3,000  acres  over  the  next  10  yea 


manage    and    de 


over  that  holds 
p  into  the  groun 


inly  self-defeating  i 


rigs.  To  classify  range 


Thank  you  fo 


Ken  Bentz^ 


173 


ary  17,  1990 


Joshua  L.  Warburton,  District  Manage 
Burns  District  office 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
HC  74-12533  Highway  20  West 
Hines,  OR   97738 


The  January  17,  1990  Riddle  Ranch  and  Western  Range  Service 
Comments  and  Response  to  the  Draft  Three  Rivers  Resource 
Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement  are  consistent 
with  our  views  and  comments. 

This  response  is  oi 
document.   Their  response  has  been  su 
include  a  full  copy  of  text  only  for 
an  exact  duplication  of  the  Riddle  Ran 


are  supplemental  tc 
Sincerely, 


:ipal  response. 


losed  herein  and 


Mountain — Ranch, 


Princeton.  Or.  977?1 


Signature  y 

Enclosure:   Supplemental  Comments 


Appendix  11-168 


174 


February  1},  1990 


Joshua  L.  Warburton,  Distr 


HC 

7"»-12553  High 
les,  Or  97738 

way 

20 

,.  .1 

BLM 

Comnen 
Draft 

ts  For 

The 

October  1989 
-e  BMP/EIS 

Dear  Kr.  Warburt 

on: 

We 

wish  to  go  or 

re 

cord 

tha 

the  J 

,nuary 

17, 

1990  Kiddle 

irice  Consents  and  Response  to  the  Draft  Three  Hivera  "(esource  Hana-ement  PI 

enclosed  response  is  our  endorsecient  of  such  Riddle  tfanch  document.   There 
eral  other  areas  of  concern  that  this  letter  will  address. 


174-1 

Refer  to  responses  2-63  and  2-68. 

174-2 

Refer  to  response  2-6. 

174-3 

Refer  to  responses  3-9  and  4-6. 

174-4 

Refer  to  response  4-15. 

174-5 

Refer  to  responses  2-3,  2-25,  2-44, 
DRMP/DEIS. 

174-6 

Refer  to  response  2-7. 

174-7 

Refer  to  responses  2-5,  2-11  and  3-] 

174-8 

Refer  to  response  6-8. 

-3,  6-4  and  Appendix  2  of  the 


RKP/EIS 


"Takings  Implic 
e  Order  12630. 


is  neither  justified  or  proven  ne 

legally  established  long  before  t 
Tolrlng  the  permittee  in  the  deci 


nation  of  livestock  grazing 
should  not  have  higher 


Phere  is  no  ecientific  data  that  indicates  that  lives 
effect  on  the  sagegrouse  population.  The  restriction 
grouse  strutting  grounds  are  unfounded  and  should  be 


has  any  negati 


quantity  of  roots 

availabl 

e." 

Since  gro 

zing  has 

been  going  on 

in  this  a 

rea  for 

lity  and 

there  is  no  justification 

to 

hange  the 

oractice 

The  surface  water 

quality 

and 

aquatic  ar 

d  riparian  habitat  cone 

ition  rat 

ings 

appear  to  be  inco 

cally  re 

lity 

claias  (36SS  of  the 

poor  surface  wate 

r  quality 

left  in 

the  Fiesource  Area 

.  These 

wat 

r  quality 

ratings 

(surface,  ripar 

ian  and  aquatic) 

are  the  basis  for 

the  majc 

rity  of  the  ac 

verse  is 

pacts  to  livest 

ock  grazi 

ng. 

All  available  information 

ind 

cates  thai 

current 

upland  grazing 

practice 

s  are 

having  no  signifi 

cant  adve 

water  quality. 

for  limit 

im- 

lizatior 

limits  to  30*. 

The  10-:. 

util- 

ization  limit  for 

woody  ri 

ian  shrubs 

is  also 

unreasonable  and  without 

scien- 

proposal  to  remove 

ivestock 

from  s 

reams  will  disrupt 

ent,  successful 

^portioTof"^" 

have  lo 

g-last 

ng  adverse  iipacts 

en  1 

ivestock  operations. 

treano  ar 

publi 

y  owned.   Therefore 

,  3LK's  proposed  actions 

have  very  little, 

if  any,  e 

feet  0 

1  overall  stream  con 

diti 

ons. 

nc  the  DLH  and  Ranc 

in  the  h 

Cher  e 

levation  is  one  of  t 

he  b 

iggest  problems 

On  t 

he  nothern  slopes  of 

Ste 

ens  Mountain  the 

per  population  has 
5  consuming  much  of 

increased 

re  tha 

st  ten  times  in  the 

Laat 

thirty  years, 
d  for  the  production 

Sincerely  yours., 
Darrell  Ctley 
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BUREAU    nF   LAND   MANAGEMENT 


utes  browsing 


c  to  response  73-4.  Also,  the  limiting  fa 
inds  within  the  planning  area  is  thought 
Ition.  The  proposed  improvement  in  ripari 
tly    benefit  California   quail. 


ues  With  Co 
the  politic 
dant  commun 
probably  th 


ive   B   -    Emphasize  Nat 

iity  Production  as  your  Preferred    Alternative. 

you   folks   are    in,    tho,    especially   in 

-    ^oice   of  Alternative   C 


pick 


that  really  bugged  me 
it  by  name  to  either  t 
upland  game 

I.  spend  mo. 


Pla 


kar  Partridge  o 
1  think  you  may  not  rea 
e  beautiful  little  birds  are  to  s 
ore  than  a  week  every  year  huntin 
am  certainly  not  alone  out  there 
of  my  hunting  effort  is  spent 


i  r.  1  ■  - 


5le  of  seeki 


pn 


,,..,- 


iia  Quail 


y  opinion,  then,  the  Chukar  Partridge 
rve  more  than  to  be  lumped  in  to  the  category  "Nongame  Animals 
Upland  Game  Birds",  a  category  that  itself  received  very  littl 
ysis  effort  from  you.  I  am  not  asking  that  ynu  sDend  big  buc'< 
anaging  these  little  birds;  I  know  that  that  would  not  be  real 
c.  But  I  think  you  need  to  show  in  your  Plans 
nw  important  these  birds  are  to  some  of  us,  and 
how  important  your  management 


For   exam 
locating 

ynu   folks   h*ve   developed   wate 

round    source    of  running  water 

and   hunting  up   the   springs    t 
t    1:100,000   scale    topographic 

iySran 

of  Quai 

oy,    that 
u  folks 

angle   ma 

So  pleas 

They   are 

e,    in-^your  final  draft,    don't 
th^ain^eason   I    moved    to   H 

&Tt 

e   these 
o    live: 

S^erel 

P.    Elsta 

m 

'GregnJryV 

very 
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Joshua  L.  Warburton,  Distric 
Burns  District  Office 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
HC  74-12533  Highway  20  West 
Hines,  OR   97738 


The  January  17,  1990  Riddle  Ranch  and  Western  Range  Se 
Comments  and  Response  to  the  Draft  Three  Rivers  Res 
Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement  are  consi 
with  our  views  and  comments. 


This  response  is  oi 

document.   Their  response 
include  a  full  copy  of  tex 


such  Riddle  Ran 
ubmitted  to  you.   We  do  n 


lonal  comments  we  may 


S22 


Or,  .?7&/ 


Appendix  11-170 


ooshua  'Jarburtc 
3ureau  of  Land 
Hines,    Oregon 


February    12,    l^yu 


177 


i  ,    thereby  decreasing 


y^A^^k?-^ 


February   12, 


■57  <?«}  3    fotfAJJUU rat*jQ&aii. 


M=. 


/}?>Q  CjC-Ma 


CCr^ 


Q°  ?    A» L^i QhAtVQt    Ohf 


(.Ibqi-A    rru.tdhf*. 


L*  6rtic/-c 


kAr,         D/fX 


;,v;/^r,/v,^ /.rtGsar&S*  Q<F(- 


^C.0  Pitting 


/£,[>?,    t   ,ndx  ;.3ht     Lz  Grande  QP 


iw 


-Al\: 


&wrVh„     S'       Ir+.&finrJn.O* 


-z*Ssr~..JZ: 


JL 


-S    £W./  ^KX  $/i<tH. (2at_£ 


13.  /V^^7  3nC2i\yat 


Mft  I    If^-if-  UCw/fr/f.Ps: 


h.  'Pu+J; /Iss^/n- 


,7qY-  v,  Pr^r.TZs.  )±,^A,S)-„ 


2?<Z6  '>--  t/^A— 


-  L.-^.  /«.  tZ^~<L.  ^ 
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Jay    Sarlson   RMP-    EI 


178 


numbered  131,  132  and  133. 


I,  Alice  K.  Baker,  would  like 
Lth  the  statements  set  forth  by  Mi 
ttached  copies Thank  you. 


Baker.    Pleas 


OGI^  ^oi-^ 


Alice   K.    Baker 
P.O.Box,    46y 
Burns, OR.    97730 


Office 
Management 
ighvay  20    West 


inee.    Off    97738 


179 


e.        The   proposed  BLH  actions 

inai  Three  Rivers  Resource  fla 
ent,  a  -Takings  Implication  A 
Executive  Order  12630  (see  t 
ant  Secretaries  and  Bureau  Di 
aid  P.    Hodei). 


I  The  reallocation  and/or  reduction  of  _ 
lnUtJ<iin<,Cpe<tlC  ^i^^Altotment  .111 
property  by  approximately  S     17'7^  ( 


115 


The   letters  from    the   Harney  County  CattleWomen,    Stockgrovers,    Farm   Bureau, 
Sheep   &    Woolgrovers   and    the   January   17,     1990  Riddle   Ranch    and   Western 
Range   Service   Comments   and  Response    to    the   Draft    Three   Rivers   Resource 
Management    Plan    and  Environmental    Impact    Statement    are   consistent    with    our 


This  response  ie  our  endorsement  of  such  letter 
document.  Their  response  has  been  submitted  to  yoi 
full  copy  of  text  only  for  the  reason  that  it  voulc 
duplication    of    the   Riddle   Ranch    document    and   organi 


and   Riddle    Ranch 


our   principal    response. 


Ate  me 


)aa>^-a, 


£>, 


_2Wp 


Ql&l^  K^'&A^^ 


Enclosure:       Su 
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HC  ?*♦  12533  Highway  West 
Hineo,  Oregon  97738 


Dreweey,  Oregon 
February  12,  199 


180 


Refer  to 

sponse 

11-11. 

Refer   to 

re 

sponse 

4-15. 

California 
refer   to  re 

jlghorn  sheep 
sponse  2-78. 

native  to  southeastern  Oregon.  Ala 


Harney  County  Cattle 
and  Woolgrowers  es-o 
Management  Plan  and 


as  approving  the  comments  expressed,  by  the 
e  Stockgrowers,  the  Farm  Bureau,  and  the  Sheep 

in  response  to  the  Three  Rivers  Resource 
ntal  Impact  Statement.  As  their  documents 
lude  copies  of  their  text  as  presented  in  the 


The  proposed  B.L.M.  actions  would  lead  to  a  reduction  of  cattle  grazing  on 
public  lands.   This  would  seem  to  be  detrimental,  not  only  to  ranch  operations, 
but  also  to  the  economy  of  Harney  County  and  to  the  businesses  that  are 
dependent  upon  the  stock  industry. 


180-1  I  We  *"eel  that  increasing  wild  horse  and  burro  h 

I  the  range.  Theae  animals  destroy  more  forage 

as  they  paw  out  grass  roots.   They  do  this  eve 

food  as  they  seem  to  like  certain  types  of 


most  any  type  of  livestock 
en  there  is  not  a  shortage 
s.   If  any  damage  is  being 


ably  be  due  to  horses.  We 
Mts.,  Bartlett  Mt.  and  Opt 


in  the  Stinkingwater  allotment,  it  would  prob- 
ld  therefor  object  to  prohibiting  cattle  and  sh 
object  to  the  designation  of  the  Stinkingwater 
t.  areas  as  Bighorn  Sheep  habitat.  These  anima 
n  there.  It 


Yours   truly, 


Chas  A.   Miler  f 


181 


Jay  Carlson  -   RMP/EIS 
Burns  District  Office 
Bureau   of  Land  Management 
HC  74-12533  Highway  20  West 
Hines,   Oregon  97738 

RE:      Review  Co 


reading  the  comments  an 
stern  Range  Service  to 
are  consistent  with  min 

studying  the  management 


February  14,  1990 


Riddle  Ranch 


Jtive  Order  12630. 


hardships  and 


Sincerely  yours, 


spike,  President  of  Harr 
oincide  with  my  thoughts 


County  Stockgrow 


Taylor  Grazing1  was  implemented  to  improve  thi 

Domain  by  stopping  sheep  owners  who  did  not  oi 

grazing  numerous  bands  of  sheep  north  in  the  i 

south  in  the  winter  months  plus  controlling  the  numbers  o 

turned  out  on  the  range.  Prior  to  Taylor  Grazing  conside 

had  already  been  done  to  the  range  by  over  grazing. 


ion  of  the  Publi 
property  from 
nd  summer  and 
rs  of  cattle 


;ference  to  streambank  erosion.  If  it  was  possible  to  have 
lams  in  streams,  they  shofild  stop  some  of  the  erosion  especi- 
iring  early  spring  run  off.  This  in  turn  should  help  willows 
>und  cover  to  reestablish  itself  plus  improving  water  quality, 
area  reservoirs  in  the  upper  part  of  the  Middle  Fork  of  the 
-  River  would  not  only  control  flood  waters  but  would  stop 


jld 


loads 


I  fail  to  see  how 
Khich  have  poor  wa 
;ontrol   the  wildli 


ng  all   livestock   for   five  years   from  streams 
ality  would  greatly  help  since  you  cannot 
wild  horses   that  would   be   using   same.    Fencing 
voirs,   springs  and  leaving  only  water  gaps  would  only 
ngregating  in  that   area  and   further  depleting   forage 


and  causing  more  erosion. 

It  was  my  understanding  that   the  purpose  of  Taylor  Grazing  and  BLM 
»as  to  assist   the   stockgrowers   in  managing   the  Public   Domain   better 
and  not    for  catering  to  the  whims  of  the  environmentalists  who  do  no 
contribute   any   assistance   or  monies   toward   range   improvement. 


Refer  to   response   3-13. 

The  Taylor  Grazing  Act   of   1934,    as  amended  and  supplemented,   was 
enacted   "to  stop  Injury   to  the  public  grazing  lands   by  preventing 
overgrazing  and   soil  deterioration;    to  provide  for  their  orderly  u 
improvement,   and  development;    to  stabilize   the  livestock  industry 
dependent  upon  the  public  range;    and   for  other   purposes." 

Refer   to  response  2-63. 
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OjUuhjlu,  OR  vi?*i 

£.1./t), ,  frO  7f,  72533  ft^y  Jo  6oLd 
K'^6^o ,   OR      9773% 


%. 


jls>a£  a/£s  ad/sZ*72dsz2kj  Usks  ^Ajl>  \^//£t4aJ  H&n&<i-s 

uq/w  maujL  fu^jL  ct/Ls^A^.  _2^€>  /&£>  ^/  alO  ^tA^ 
yl^M&s,  Mattes j£,,  ?      L&  -*^  ^^tA%a^^. 


^.^iWj  J  RCM^o 


„  ^J%lJ  J!<^£d7UL/  Jas?^  j&(^'~ A&tfJUv    (  (A^>zZ» 

L  ^/AAu^&^Zy//    CJ%cA OJ-J&Wl&Jj  ^XUy?xS  ■LduAAOUjl-J, 

^C#7Z4JJL&7z7i    M*£/L>  rf&4J '  ^/£fet7<!ZJ  &V247S  j£<S7?Z<??Uv££Li  . 

^2/  ZAd^>  ^U&asxL/ 'j&<&isi£  ^f^uZ^y  As  ^zo^^^a^t 


182-1  Refer  to   response  2-63. 

182-2  This   fence   Is   not   in  tl 

182-3  Refer  to   response  2-11. 

182-4  There   is  no   proposal   it 

public   lands.   Also,    ref 
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flUHNS  PAIUTF  RESEHVATI 


HC  74  Box 
Hlnes,  OR 

Land  Manac 
12533  -  Hv 
97738 

y.  20 

Dear  Mr. 

Narburton: 

The   Burns  Paiute  Tr 

the  information  pro\ 
proposed   management 
objective   to   "inci 

ibal  Co 
roposed 
ided,  i 
of   c 
easing 

ng   the   opportunity   for   the    publi 
logical  resources." 
can  of  the  Great  Basin  alw< 


land  itself.    With  the  coming  o 
iry   management   and  fiscal  plan 

it    Root    ACEC 


ite   man   and      through 


We   are 

rery  pie 

ised  to  see  the  BL1» 

has  n 

ade  an  a 

tempt   in 

the 

ers  Pla 

f  the 

cultural 

nd 

rights 

of  the  Burns  Paiut 

e  Indl 

ans.   We 

6000   acre  Biseui 

Root  gathering  gr 

ounds 

ignated  as 

ceptions  noted  in 

the  Bi 

of 

June   each  year. 

the  Tribe  would  nc 

t  be  opposed  to  grazing  be 

ing 

;a  after  July  1. 

of  salt  licks  or 

being  pla 

ed  in  t 

le  ACEC. 

Pine  Cree 

c  Material  Site 

183-1  Refer 


183-2         Refer 


183-3  The   BLM  included   tl 

process.  The  tribe 
input  through  the  i 
those   projects  or  i 

protect  additional 


confidentiality  to  the 


se  areas  for  which  specific   input   regarding 
e  provided   by   the   tribe  during  the   planning 
ay    be    added    to    the    EA  mailing   list  and    provide 
te-specific    planning  and  analysis    process   for 
eas  of   unique   importance   to   the   tribe.   At  any 
rovide   information  that   the   BLM  may  use   to 
ocalities  and   natural   resources,   while  affording 


legally   possible. 


ribe    in 


The   BLM  Bums  District  has   been  involved  with 

the   reinterment   of  Native  American  burials.   The   BLM   intends   to  re 
efforts   to   reach  an  accord  on  this   issue.   This  and   the  currently 
proposed  Biscuitroot  Cultural  ACEC  should   provide  continuing 
interactions   between  the   tribe  and   the   BLM  Burns  District,    such  t 
more   progress  can  be  made   in  such  areas. 


Ltional  camp  site  for 
iblished.  We  feel  the 
sooner   the      area      will 


addition  to  the  Biscuit  Root  ACEC,  there  are  01 
ignated  root  gathering,  ground  hog,  jackrabbit,  reli« 
ping      areas   which   are   culturally    significant   and   are 

the   Three   Rivers   Management    Plan.         Many   of   these      . 

am       their      cultural    significance,       the      Tribe      prop. 


Through  the  participati 
better  lines  of  communi 
established.  The    Gover 


183-4  I    The         Tr 
I    Hopeful  1 

irvsI    Ir>     addl 


ent  on  the  Malheur  Refuge  and  has  n 
de  area  with  the  USFS  Snow  Mountai 
agreements   can  be  used  to  generate 


Castle  Rock 


it  ion  to  the  Burns  Pal 


e  Vale  BLM  District 
n  that  District  wit 

ur  comments  and  for 


feel  the  estat 
will  be  benefi 


Sincerely..^,   _>.. 

Larry    Jfffcjiisrds'* "' >„.    _.   ,-iij: 
Burns    Paiute   Tribe 
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to  Seneea(formei 
Three  Rivers  PI; 


>wn  as  Ralls  to  Trails)  op 
the  following  reasons. 


1)  This  recreational  proposal  was  earlier  given  to  the  people  as  an 
opportunity  to  develop. hut  few  offered  support. 

2)  The  costs  for  development  and  upkeep  was  sited  as  the  major  reason 
to  abandon  the  plan.  These  costs  would  only  increase  with  the  deteri- 
oration of  the  trails  wooden  railroad  structures. 

3)  The  probability  of  connecting  the  entire  trail  with  future  land 
trades  or  easements  would  not  he  feasible  and  hiehlv  unlikely. 

4)  Manv  other  trail  opportunities  exsist  on  public  land  without 
traveling  through  36  miles  of  adjoining  private  land. 

5)  The  attempt  to  bring  alive  a  "dead  horse"  which  was  earlier  killed 
from  lack  of  public  support  would  severely  influence  the  credihility 
the  BLM  has  with  the  public. 


We  ask  that  y 
entirely  from 


this  proposed 


fife 


Thank  you 

\  i    ctAAt 


VUi  Da 


'i(;»^. 


RMP/EIS 
ct  Office 


Bureau  of  Land  Management 
KC  7't-12533  Highway  20  West 
nines,  Oregon  97738 

Review  Comment  For  The  October  1989 
BLM  Draft  Three  Rivers  RMP/EIS 


185 


Dear  Mr.  Carlson, 

The  Oregon  CattleWomen,  \ 
like  to  go  on  record  in  auppo: 
and  Western  Range  Service  comments  and  response. 

Until  proper  techniques  and  accurate  information  i 
isting  levels  of  livestock  grazing  should 


he  January  17,  1990  Riddle  Ranch 
nd  response. 

gathered  and 


ks  can  be  damaged  by  continuous  grazing,  but  Buckhouse  says  that 
er  proper  management ,  grazing  cattle  has  n_o  detrimental  effects 
reparian.   Federal  agencys  and  the  livestock  industry  are  very 

Harney  County  Stockgrowers  address  this  issue  with  comments  in 


an  attempt  t 
espouse  3-13. 


get  the  riparian 


185-2 
185-3 
185-4 
185-5 


Refer 
Refer 
Refer 


response  4-15. 

response  2-68  and  124-4. 


mistake  on  the  ACEC 
grazing  on  the  Blscu 
being  prohibited  in 


eas  have  been  enlarged,  and  adoption  fees  do  pay 
wild  horse  and  burro  program.  There  was  a 
able  1  In  Appendix  7  in  the  DRMP/DEIS  regarding 
troot  Cultural  ACEC.  Livestock  grazing  is  not 
he  Biscuitroot  Cultural  ACEC,  and  the  PRMP/FEIS 
reflect  this  change.  See  Appendix  1,  Table  16. 


185-3  I 
185-4 


our  management  decision  to  restrict  livestock  in  the  Sagegrouse 
ing  grounds  is  flawed  from  lack  of  scientific  data  and  should  be 
ated.   The  threat  to  the  Biscuitroot  Cultural  ACEC  is  not  supported 


We  recognize  that  horse  populations  need  t 
with  available  forage,  water,  wildlife,  livestc 
uses.  It  is  our  understanding,  the  BLM  can  derr 
by  Wild  Horses  and  establish  that  an  overpopula 

an  Area  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern? 


be  managed  in  bala 

ion  exists  and  that 
an  occur.  Has  this 
rather  than  label  i 


you  enlarge  2  ar 
help  administer 


Kay'Markgratf,.' 
OCW  legislative  c 
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Burns  District  Ottic 
Bureau  of  Land  Manag 
HC  7a-12b33  Highway 


)f  such  Riddle 


(ACEC)  could 


Klger  Active 


1  as  authorized  by  Executive  Order  12630. 

t  decision  the  U.S.  District  Court  for  the 
at  Nevada.  Joe  B.  Falllni  Jr.,  Susan  Tallin 

Plaintiffs  vs  Donald  P.  Hodel,  Secretary  c 
rt  F.  Burford,  Director  Bureau  of  Land 

F.  Spang,  Nevada  State  Director,  Bureau  of 


186-5 
1B6-6 


M 


IEEF  BUILDS  STRENGTH  BEEF  BUILDS  STRENGTH 


table  and  economical  method  of  range  Improvement.   To  limit 
area  to  3000  acres  a  year  IB  unrealistic.   More  research  Is 
i    In  this  area  with  Fire  Management  Specialists   Unless 
is  valid  scientific  data  to  show  that  limits  above  this 
permenantly  effect  air  quality  these  limitations  should  be 


The  contlr 


rect  conflict  with 


Lie  square,  have  more  than  one 


ng  livestock, 
■   It  goes  on 


ilop  the  reservoir 


Z    be'comple^d 

as°aut 

ete 

io  ri 

"Takir 
ed  by 

cattle  on  the 

the  quality  and 
/ol.  II  Appendlc 

Bis 

»1 

i;i 

Cultu 

for  public  access  along  the  Silvles  River  and  Poison 
unjustified.   The  public  has  access  to  over  70*  of  the 
Iready.   These  two  access  routes  through  private  holdings 


AUMs  Is 
nsidered. 


The  RMP/EI 


186-11  |  Ther 


;t  on  the  sagegrouse  population.   The 
tvestock  in  the  sagegrouse  strutting  grounds 
jld  be  eliminated.   If  the  sagegrouse  popula 
did  the  Oregon  Department  of  Fish  and  Wlldl 


It 


Enclosed  is  a  copy  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  Riparl 
Management  Policy,  dated  January  22,  1987  signed  by  BLM  Di 
Robert  J.  Burford.   This  policy  has  never  been  rescinded. 


The  deflnitl 


■flective  of 


o),,P 


1.)   Stated  by  the  Burns  District  Ma 

public  rangelands  through  intensive  lives 

rangeland  improvements." 


stated  in  the  1983  Drewsey  Rangeland  program 


siderable  progr 


Summary  Update  related  to  all  cone 
BLM  stating  that  the  EIS  is  succes 


endangered  pla 
following 


Rangeland  Progr 
nultiple  use. 
Harney  County 


Sincerely  your 


Kathy  Dryer,  President 
Harney  County  CattleWome 
Pine  creek  Ranch 
Drewsey,  Oregon    97984 
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through  the    rlpari 


groundwater   recharge  and   base 


S-S'iiSSS.ff 


186-1 

Refer  t 

186-2 

Refer   t 

186-3 

Refer  t 

186-4 

Refer  t< 

186-5 

Refer  t< 

186-6 

Refer   tc 

186-7 

Refer  t 

186-8 

Refer   tt 

186-9 

Refer  tc 

186-10 

Refer  tc 

186-11 

Refer  tc 

186-12 

Refer   tc 

186-13 

Refer  tc 

186-14 

Refer   tc 

186-15 

Refer  tc 

186-16 

Refer   tc 

186-17 

Refer  tc 

186-18 

Refer   tc 

responses  2-63  and  2-68. 
responses  2-6  and  4-12. 
response  182-4. 
responses  2-6  and  2-11. 
response  4-14. 
response  2-87. 
response  2-87. 
response  2-11. 
response  4-3. 
responses  4-9  and  6-8. 
responses  4-6  and  4-7. 
responses  4-4  and  42-14. 
response  4-8. 
response  2-46. 
response  2-63. 

response  4-16. 
response  2-9. 


e/f/£^j 


^5 
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187-1    Refer  to  responses  5-1  through  5-18. 


Jay  Carlson 

RMP/E1S  Team  Under 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Burns  District  Office 

HC  74-12533 

Highway  20  West 

Hinds,  OR  97738 


Friday,  February  16, 1990 


ONRC  concurs  with  and  supports  the  comments  of  the  National  Wildlife 
Federation  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Three  Riv 
Resource  Management  Plan. 

Thank  you  for  your  attention. 


(JUJ*]^ 


Andy  Kerr 

Director  of  Conservatii 
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IFE  FED.  PDX 


:BLM  FM  -  BURNS 


FEB  16.  1990    4:23PM 


5%    NATIONAL  WILDLIFE  .FEDERATION    -|  QQ 


Bli, 


February  16,  1990 
Manager 


Joshus  L.  Warbu; 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Burns  Dlutrict  office 

HC  74-12533 

Highway  20  w. 

Hines,  OR  97738 

Re:   Three  Rivers  Resource  Area 

Dear  Mr.  Warburton: 

The  National  wildlife  Federation  (NWF)  has  a  vital  in' 
in  the  health  and  rehabilitation  of  wildlife,  waterfowl  am 
fisheries  in  the  State  of  Oregon.  Due  to  the  documented  c 
dependence  of  wildlife,  waterfowl  and  fish  on  riparian  and 
wetland  ecosystems,  and  pursuant  to  4,3  CFR  §  *100- °~;>;  ,^he 
formally  requests  affected 
Management  Plan  and  Allotme 
and  wetland  systems  in  the 
reference  the  NWF 
to  you  today. 


which  Impacts  riparian 
Resource  Area.  Please 
Rivers  Draft  RMP/EIS  se 


Than*   you. 


cc:       Dean   Bible 


/3wm  <tyt*», 


189 


188-1  Your   lntere 

Evaluation 


status  In  every  Allotment  Management  Plan  and 
been  noted,  and  your  agency  will  be  Included 
98  for  Buch  management  activities. 


esponses   1-13  and  12-4. 
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THE  WILDERNESS  SOCIETY 

February   16,    1990 


APPENDIX  1 
Executive  Orders 


EXECUTIVE 
ORDER  11644 


Jay  Carlson 
RMP/EIS  Team  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Burns  District  Office 
HC  74-12533 
Highway  20  w. 
Hines,  OR   97736 


FAXED  Febl 
The   Wilde 


503-573-7600 


Society   (TWS) 
rganization  that  is  devoted  exclusj 
ssues.  Founded  in  1935,  the  Societ 
nd  15  offices  nationwide.   The  So 


public  lands 


0,000  members 

/ers,   policy 
agency   land 


ree  full-time,  fully-staffed  regional  offices  in  the 
Portland,  OR;  Seattle,  WA;  and  Boise,  ID.  Many  of  our 
members  engage  in  uses  on  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  lands  in 
Oregon.  Maintaining  resource  values  is  of  vital  interest  to  TWS. 
These  values  include  biological  diversity,  natural  beauty, 
recreation,  water  guality,  wildlife  habitat,  and  ecosystem 
viability. 


We  are  pleased  that  you  provided  the  Three  Rivers  Dr 

aft  RMP/EIS 

our  comment.   We  support  the  Pacific  Northwest  Na 

Center,  National  Wildlife  Federation  detailed  comm< 

been  submitted  to  your  office.   In  addition,  we  ai 

e  particul. 

.    1111  Hi  H  >Hl     hv  „„■.„■  ,.1  iIk  j 


concerned  with  the  expansion 
to  your  attention  Executive 
Your  ORV  alternative  to  solic 
policy,  and  must  be  replaced 


of  off-road 


(ORV)  use  and  call 
L1644  and  11989  (Appendix  1) . 

policy  to  permit  ORV  use  at  a 
nt  levels. 


Sec     4      Operant 


EXECUTIVE 
ORDER  11989 

Off-Road  Vehicles  on  Public  Lands 


190-1         Refer  to  res 


-23  aad  5-1   through  5-18. 
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Hotchkiss  (<>..  Inc. 


191 


|{„  l„„,l    V.  M.,cl,k,.. 


K,    I    Boi   I  12 


Resource  Hanageme 


to  disperse  li 


Ian  and  Environmental  Impact 
and  comments.  This  response 
document.  Their  response  ha 
e  a  full  copy  or  the  text  on 
duplication  of  the  Riddle 


direct  conflict  with  the  BLH 

Id  not  be  there  today  if  It 
ment  funds  or  private  funds 
er  gaps  that  dry  up  during 


biological  need  fc 


not  force  some  peop 


on  the  Three  Rivera  Resource 
d  only  In  the  broadest  of  ter 


Jthorlzed  llvesto 


jstock  in  the  sagegrouse  strutting  grounds  are  unfounded  and  should 
iliminated.   If  the  sagegrouse  population  is  declining,  why  aid  the 


Fire  Hanagement  Specialists.   Unless  there  is  valid 

The  proposed  limitations  on  prescribed  burnings,  as  well  as 
ns  and  full  suppression  of  natural  fires,  will  continue  to 
the  trend  of  sagebrush  and  juniper  encroachment.  This  will 
gative  effect  on  the  vegetation  and  grasses  used  by  wildlife 

s  letting  natural  fires  burn  under  fire  management 


Llding 


I  should  be  completed  as  authorized  by  Executive  Order 


rgan  i  Young 


•finltion  of 


Management;  Edwa 


as  an  Area  ot  Critical  Environmental  concern  (ACEC) 
amatic  economical  effect  on  at  least  three  ranches  if 
ed.   Before  a  reduction  of  AUH's  is  even  considered  a 

xecutive  urder  12630.   Livestock  and  wild  horses  have 

tor  the  Southern  District  of  Nevada,  Joe  B.  Falllnl 
ini  and  Helen  Falllnl,  Plaintiffs  vs  Donald  P.  Hodel, 
e  Interior;  Robert  F.  Burford,  Director  Bureau  of  Land 


191-10  I  ™ 


rce  should  be  done  proportionally  to  all  AUH' 
litions  for  acquiring  the  private  holds  or  th 
this  on  the  private  holdings  is  not  fully 


Lss  Company  Inc.  supports  a  no  action  plan.  This  plan  would 
labilize  a  local  economy  that  over  the  past  10  years  has  had 
;gative  impacts.   The  BLH  has  reported  that  significant  progr 


1.1   Stated  by  the  Burns  District  Manager  in  the  1981  Ra 
Program  summary  Update  for  the  Drewsey  Grazing  EISi 

"To  date  we  have  made  significant  progress  in  improving 


1983  Drewsey  Ranqeland  Program  Sum 


3f  cattle  on  the 


Cultural  ACEC 


resource  due  to  the  quality  and  quantity  of  roots  available. - 
Appendix  7-12;  Vol.  II  Appendicies.   Since  grazing  has  been  going  on 
in  this  area  for  years  and  the  quality  and  quantity  have  remained 
high,  even  with  root  harvesting,  there  is  no  justification  to  change 

The  need  for  public  access  along  the  Silvles  River  and  Poison  Creek  is 
unjustified.  The  public  has  access  to  over  70t  of  the  county  already. 
These  two  access  routes  through  private  holdings  are  not  needed  since 
the  public  has  several  other  routes  of  entering  the  federal  lands. 

Sincerely  your 


a 


Company  Inc 
Star  Route  1  Box  132 
Burns,  Oregon  97720 


EIS  is  succesfu 
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191-1 

Refer  tc 

191-2 

Refer   tc 

191-3 

Refer   tc 

191-4 

Refer   tc 

191-5 

Refer   tc 

191-6 

Refer   tc 

191-7 

Refer  tc 

191-8 

Refer   tc 

191-9 

Refer   tc 

191-10 

Refer   tc 

191-11 

Refer  tc 

191-12 

Refer  tc 

191-13 

Refer  to 

191-14 

Refer  to 

esponse  2-46. 
esponses  42-14 
esponse  2-9. 
espouse  2-87. 

esponses  4-8  and 
esponse  2-63. 
esponses  2-63  and 
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From:       Don 


Feb.  15,  1990 


hing  op 
Append 


The  Yank  Springs,  Pot 


7-11 
a  in  the  dra<t  RMP/EIS 


ish  an  ACEC 


Chap.  3,  Pages  2  and  27 


Does  BLM  have 
-  BLM  surface 
ree  Rivers  Res 


RECOMMENDATI 


The  BLM  has  made  no  e-f-fort  tc 
since  this  is  private  property 


that  the  BLM  Is 
?  BLM  should  get 


BLM  should  begi 


BLM  Technical  Re-fe 


uency  (trend)  studies  to 

vegetation    and   range 
nmended   and   described    in 


&.a 


It    S307  Smyth    Creek 

K    5308  Kiger 
tt    5321  Hami  I  ton    In 

»    5323  Clemens    FFR 

tt    5330  Deep    Creek 


19 

ALMS 

1  ,919 

AUMS 

586 

AUMS 

150 

AUMS 

78 

AUMS 

128 

AUMS 

th 

e    AUr 
BLM 

1 

he    value    o-f    t 

3150      AUMs 
x    50    V. 

,575 
*50 

AUMs 

00 

3 , 1 50       AUMS 


.00    per    AUM    va 


The   Intent   of   the  plan  is  not   to  show  t 

all  resource  problems.   Livestock  use   is  a  recognized 

effecting  changes   in   the   range   resource.   Wild  horses 


.   section  in  Chapter  1,   DRMP/DEIS. 

A  recent  allotment  evaluation  of  Kiger  Allotment   shows   that  resource 
conditions   in  the  Yank  Springs   Pasture  have  declined  when  wild  horse 
numbers   exceeded   the  maximum  management   levels.   Wild  horse   numbers 
have  prevented  use   by  cattle   in   the  Yank   Spring  Pasture  during 
several  of   the  last  10  years.   The   riparian  areas  of  Yank  Spring  Creek 
do  warrant   some  attention  as  do  many  of   the   riparian  areas  of  the  RA. 
Fencing  the  private   land  along  Yank  Springs  Creek  may   be   the  best 
option  for   improving  riparian  condition  in  this  area. 


The  BLM  is  not   in  a  position  of  managing  the   resources  on  private 
lands.   Wild  horse   numbers   in  the  Yank   Springs  Pasture  will  be  managed 
so  that   livestock  grazing  remains  a  valid  use   for  this  area. 


$47,250.00 


192-3 

Refer   tc 

response  2-11 

192-4 

Refer  tc 

response  32-1 

192-5 

Refer   re 

response  4-14 

192-6 

Refer   tc 

response   2-68 

192-7 

Refer  tc 

responses  2-3 

192-8         Refer 
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supplies  (page 


Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Burns  District  Office 
HC  74-12533 
Highway  20  West 
Hines,  OR   97738 


her  BLM  grar 


The  forage  allacat 


Rhonda  Ostertag 


game  should 


shelter,  ete. 


193-5  |  *or  cattle  ranchers).   The  plan  should 
I  begin  studies  of  non-game  wildlife  and 


specifics  tc 


193-1 

Refer   to 

response  2-10. 

193-2 

Refer  to 

response   1-11. 

193-3 

Refer  to 

response  2-10. 

193-4 

Refer  to 

responses  1-18  and   11-14. 

193-5 

Refer  to 

responses  1-18  and  11-14. 

193-6 

Refer  to 

response   1-13. 

193-7 

SRMAs  are 

defined  as  areas  which  r 

lnvestmer 

t,   where  more  intensive   r 

quire  greater  recreati 
creation  management  is 
where  recreation  is  a  principle  management  objective  for 
Bureau  plans  and  manages.  The  remaining  public  lands  are 
Extensive  Recreation  Management  Areas  (ERMAs)  where  recre 
a  principle  management  objective  and  where  limited  needs 
responsibilities  require  minimal  recreation  investment.  T 
which  constitute  the  bulk  of  the  public  lands,  give  recre 
visitors  the  freedom  of  recreational  choice  with  minimal 


193-6    I  damage.   Additi 


area  (with  the 
The  r angel  and  e< 


"Special  Recreatic 


plans  for 


The  Bureau  utiliz 
budget  priorities 
where  they  will  d 
recreating  public 
development  plans 


such  as  campgrounds,  pici 
parking  areas,  etc.  The  ERMAs  also 
recreation  opportunities  but  not  to 
Special  Areas.  Funds  are  often  spen 
improvements,  primitive  sites,  acce 


3  this  categorization  of  lands  in  order  t 
and  spend  the  limited  recreation  dollars 
the  most  good  and  return  the  most  benef i 
The  SRMAs  are  where  funds  are  spent  for 
:rpretive  pla 


ilJs 


•rPr 


signing,  map 


management  direction  for 
ot  go  into  details  such  as 
development  or  construction  of  facilities.  Specific  details  to 
accomplish  management  decisions  are  developed  in  activity  plans  which 
address  much  smaller  parcels  of  land  or  special  areas.  Please  note 
that  trail  development  is  addressed  (Desert  Trail  and  Silvies  River 
Access  Trail)  as  is  facility  development  at  Chickahominy,  Moon,  and 
Warm  Springs  Reservoirs  as  well  as  thos< 
informational  and  educational  opportuni 

Refer  to  response  193-7. 

Refer  to  responses  2-3  and  2-25. 

The  type  of  decisions  sought  in  this  coi 
the  RMP.  The  RMP  provides  comprehe 
prescriptions;  funding  priorities 


rther  protect  the 


Malhtier  River  as  Wild  and 
However,  removal  of  cattle 


■ 


193-11   Refer 
193-12   Refer 


2-68,   8-11 
and  3-13. 


are   the   responsibility  of 
,   are  influenced   by 
>cal  funding  priori 
•s   imposed  at   the   s 
!  2-52. 

•11  and  15-28. 
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li  Myers 
19344  Kiowa  Rd. 
Bend,  Oregon  97702 
503-382-4633 


District  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Manage 
HC-74-12533  Hwy  20  We 
Hines,  Oregon  97738 
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-3 

Refer 

o  response   1-13. 

-2 

Refer 

o   responses  2-44 

-3 

Refer 

to   response  12-7. 

-4 

Refer 

o   response   1-11. 

-5 

Refer 

to  response  2-78. 

Refer 

o  response  3-6. 

jpset  with  this  plan  and  I 


I  insist  that  water  quality,  ripari 
improved/maintained  in  excellent  cc 
forest  be  identified  and  protected. 


Ltion,  and  t 
3f  new  roads 


rangeland  projects  be  included  under  the  various  altern 
along  with  their  environmental  impacts. 

I  ask  that  all  crested  wheatgrass  seeding  proposals  be 


194-5  I  I  demand  that  bighorn  sheep  habitat  protection  and  impacts  be 
I  addressed  in  the  plan  and  further,  that  forage  allocations  go 
I  entirely  to  bighorns  in  their  home  range. 

194-6  I  1    request  Wild  and  Scenic  River  designation  for  ALL  of  the  Sou 
I  Fork  and  Middle  Fork  Malheur  Rivers  (except  for  the  reach 
I  through  the  Drewsey  Area),  ALL  of  Bluebucket  Creek,  and  ALL  of 
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195-3 
195-4 


When  comparing  nonmonetary  values  to  valu 
dollars,  the  development  of  proxy  monetar 
prepare  a  benefit  cost  analysis.  Because 
cannot  adequately  represent  the  breadth  o 

about  nonmonetary  values  are  being  made. 

Refer  to  response  28-1  and  94-2. 

Refer  to  response  2-11. 

Refer  to  response  3-13  and  Table 


iralues  is  required  to 
single  proxy  dollar  value 
subjective  values  held  by 
Lmited  value  where  choices 


.19,  p.  4-28  DRMP/DEIS. 
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OR.   97721 


Dear  Hr.  Carlson 


rney  County  Cattlew 


en,  Stockgrowers,  Farm 
-p  a  Voolgrowers,  and  the  January  u , 1990  Riddle  Ranch  and 
Comments  and  Response  to  the  Draft  Three  Fivers 
•  Statement  are 


lotment  »5215.   Ve  as 


abused  It.  I  was  surprised  to  f 
condition  In  The  Draft  Three  Rlv 
that  I  disagree  with  the  "I"  Sel 


//s-x-/^J<  jWtWtt*- 


Borma    I.    Davie 


197 


Box  10 

Princeton.    OR.      97721 
14,  1990 


Refer  to   reep 


Bureau  of  Land 

Kanagemen 

HC74  12533  Highway  20  Ve 

Dear  Hr .  Carl= 

on- 

The  lette 

Harney  County  Cattlewc 

men,  Stockgrowers 

Bureau,  Sheep 

a  Voolgrowers,  and  the  January  17 

Western  Range 

Service  Comments  and  Response  to 

the  Draft  Three  F 

Resource  Plan 

Impact  Statement 

#5215,  Dav 

used  by  my  famllj 

three  generat 
category" .   H 

"needs  Improving 

If  of  It  1 

s  used  as  exchange  of 

se  In  conlunctlo 

ng  either  proper 

the  allot)! 

ent  Is  in  good  range  c 

study  has  the 

capacity  a 

lmost  double  of  actual 

usage  so  1  find 

to  understand 

It  being  1 

n  unsa   s  ac  ory 

'"sincerely, 
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Jay  Cj 

rlson   -    RMP/EIS 

District  Office 

BLM 

HC    74 

-    12533  Highway 

Hines 

OR  97738 

Feb.    13.    1990 


;  Three  Rivers  Resource  Management  Plan 
te  a  few  general  comments  followed  by  m 
>lated  to  the  Silvies  allotment  (4143). 


i  I. ii 


trii; 


planning 


as  a  real  lack  of  conce 
if  there  is  really  much 
so  complex,  ambiguous, 
Wouldn't  it  be  better  t 
plans  making  sure    they 


adjacent  land  owners/pe 
rough  one  on  one  or  in 
>lve   people   i 


ttees   in  the   actual 
11   group  meetings, 
ourselves  appears  to  us 
nity.      Secondly  we  wonder 
uch  a  pla 


>lf 


•l.'i 


i  he) 


to 


relation 


amount  of 

Now,    more    specifically    it 
would  like    to   comment  on  1 

1.  Appendix  3-21  - 
2,586  AUM's  while  the  est: 
might  be  interest  to  note 
I   established   figures  on  < 


Dnsideratic 


BLM  figures  show  that  actual  use 
mated  capacity  is  2,311  AUM's.  Y 
that   in   1979   the   BLM  range   staff 


would  be 

for  each  pasture   sir 

ce  all  of  the   pastures 

on  the 

allot 

ment  have 

mixed  ownership.      The   preferred  useage   of 

2,500 

AUM's 

was   based 

on  a  total  ranch  u£ 

eage   of  29,000  AUM's, 

includj 

ng 

the    BLM  a 

nd  USFS  allotments. 

Since   that   time   the  m 

inageme 

has  added  3,000*  AUM's  c 

while 

at  the 

reducing  the    total 

AUM's  used  on  the   ranc 

1  to  a 

of  24,000 

AUM's.      For  the   pas 

t  three    seasons  our  ac 

tual   total 

useage    fo 

18,000    to    22,000   AUM' 

s.      The 

re  fore 

we   would 

seriously  challenge 

the  accuracy  of  your  f 

Lgures 

on 

actual  us 

eage. 

2. 

The   BLM  also  makes  r 

ote   that   the   wetlands 

labital 

is 

198-1 

Refer 

198-2 

Refer 

198-3 

Refer 

198-4 

Refer 

o  p.    1-3,   DRMP/DEIS  for  a  description  of   the  Purpose  and  Need 

RMP.   Appendix  3,   Table   6,    provides  a  comprehensive  and 
d   treatment   of   the  management   needs   for   Individual  allotments. 

o  response  2-11  and  2-17. 

o   response   7-12  and  PRMP/PEIS,  Appendix  1,   Table  4.  Also,    the 
disproportionately   high  amount  of  wildlife  use   in  relative   scarce 
wetlands  makes   the  wetlands  high   priority. 

Aerial    photos  and    topographic  maps   indicate   that   the  dam  and  a 
portion  of  Charlie  Smith  Butte  Reservoir  are  on  Bureau  land.    If 
surveys  show  differently   the  area  will   of  course   not   be  under  BLM 
jurisdiction.    Regardless,    this  reservoir  has  and  should  continue  to 
provide   brood   rearing  water   for  waterfowl. 


Refer 


response  42-14. 

specific  objectives 
n  Creek  have  not  bee 
slbllity  determinatl 


of  the  proposed  reservoir  on 
d.  Prior  to  any  project  work, 
be  accomplished. 


:■:  II 


itisfactory  condition.  Should  that  be  a  prior 
that  are  only  seasonal  at  best,  and  make  up  1 
srship  in  the  Silvies  allotment? 


3.  Charlie  Smith  Butte  Reservoir 
is  not  quite  complete,  we  believe  that 
east  edge  of  the  BLM  line  and  that  none 
within  BLM  ownership.  Also  the  reserve 
natural  drainage  but  is  filled  by  ditch 
wood  and  Bridge  creeks.  This  water  is 
needed  on  other  parts  of  the  ranch. 


>t  filled  by 
lg  out  Cotton 
lilable  when 


198-6   |  4 

198-7 


Dog  creek,    Poison  creek,    Mountain   cree 


ison  creek  would   be    complic 
il  water,    plus  the    problem 
during  the   irrigation  season. 

e  Three  Rivers  Management  Plan  need 
the  above  mentioned  conflicts  resolved  along  with  the 
others  are  voicing  before  it  is  adopted  in  a  final  fo 
ment  Management  Plans  and  range  management  philosophi 
work  when  we're  all  working  together  towards  the  bett 
and  protection  of   our  range    resources. 


short   supply  of 
r  being 


We    believe   that 
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199-1 
199-2 


Refer  to  response  2-11. 

Livestock  use  is  eviden 
administration  only  cov 
3-13. 
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Jay   Carlson 
Burns   District    Office 
Bureau    of    Land    Managemen 
HC    74      12533  Highway   20 
Hlnes.    OR   97733 
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ffr.     Carlson: 


response  2-63. 


considered. 


Interior,     Donala 


'Takings    Implication 

ire  Order    12630    (see    the   , 

'etarles   end   Bureau    Direc 


f  be  completed  as 
ber  a,  19BB  Hemora 
from  Secretary   of 


Allotment     *1 


AUff's   livestock    forage 

ume   $50   per   AUM    value), 
nested    'Takings   Implication 


The    letters    from    the    Harney    County    Cat tleWomen,     StockgroverB,     Farm    Burea 
Sheep   &    Woolgrovers   and    the   January    17,     1990  Riddle   Ranch    and   Western 
Range   Service   Comments   and   Response    to    the   Draft    Three   Rivers   Resource 
Management    Plan    and   Environmental     Impact    Statement    are    consistent     vith    o 


d   organizations   let 
enclosed  herein    an 


principal    res pons 


,Jy  &  li^t^.jL^l 
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& 


j^k 


JWZe 
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response   2-11. 
response   157-5. 
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202-1  The   Bureau  frequently  authorizes  grazing   permittees  and  other  m 

of  the  public  to  construct  developments  on  public  land.  Prior  t 
authorization  the  Bureau  prepares  NEPA  documentation  and  analyz 
proposed  project.  This  is  designed  to  be  a  2-year  process  from 
proposal   to  construction.   Refer  to  response   129-1. 


57923  Koothi 


203 


Kar.a^e-ieut 


HC  7U-12533 

Hwy.   West 

Hines,    Ore.      97738 


203-1    Refei 
203-2    Refei 


esponse  2-10. 


I'm  writing  in  response  to  you  Three  Divers  Management  Plan.  I  rr 
preferred  alternative,  if  instituted,  will  be  a  "far  cry"  better 
management. 

Although  it  seems  you  are  intending  to  make  significant  improves 

riparian  systems  through  the  reduction  of  A. U.K. 8  in  these  vital 

203-11  think  you  are  doin&  enough.  I  would  like  to  see  complete  protect 

I  tion  of  all  important  riparian  areas  if  it  means  permanent  fenci 

I  ing  of  livestock  in  any  allotments  that  contain  the  water  course 

■  elude  ponds,  reservoirs  and  springs  as  well. 

203-21  I  would  also  like  to  see  more  emphasis  on  improving:  forage  condi 

I  the  preferred  alternative  suggests.  Although  I'm  avare  that  many  area  ranchers 
enjoy  the  relatively  inexpensive  grazing  opportunities  on  "my"  land,  considering 
the  obvious  degradation  of  range  lands  in  your  districts,  I  do: 
the  public  must  forsake  our  priorities  for  these  few. 


' 
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Refer   to  response  1-13. 


i  Ls<  ..i    L98  - 


WHEREAS  successful  implementation  of  our  Regional  Strategy 
Wood  Products  Industry; 


WHEREAS  Federal  lands  supply  over  95» 
supplies  our  local  wood  products  plant 

,£  the  raw  material  which 

WHEREAS  Federal  lands  supply  15-20%  of 
livestock  in  Harney  County; 

the  forage  consumed  by 

BE  IT  RESOLVED  on  this  12th  day  of  Feb 
County  Chamber  of  Commerce  Board  of  Di: 

cuary.  1990.  that  the  Harney 

support  those  Federal  Land  Management  Plans  whi 


Signed. 
Harney  County 
Board  of  Direc 
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Burns  District  Office 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
HC  74-12533  Highway  20  West 
Hines,  OR   97738 


anuary  17,  1990  Riddle  Ranch  and  Western  Range  Service 
and   Response   to   the   Draft   Three   Rivers   Resource 

Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement  are  consistent 

with  our  views  and  comments. 

This  response  is  our  endorsement  of  such  Riddle  Ranch 
document.  Their  response  has  been  submitted  to  you.  We  do  not 
include  a  full  copy  of  text  only  for  the  reason  that  it  would  be 
an  exact  duplication  of  the  Riddle  Ranch  document. 


State    Zip  Code 


■T)  Q.J  &t- 


Suppi-«me*feal    -CoFHrreftts 
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Joshua  Warburtori 
District  Manager 
Burns  District  BLM 


RE:    Three  Rivers  Resource  Management  Han/EIS 

Dear  Mr.  Warburton: 

The  Oregon  Natural  Desert  Association  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  comment  on 
the  Draft  Three  Rivers  Resource  Management  Plan.    We  also  appreciated  the 
opportunity  to  have  Jay  Carlson  and  Rob  Burns  of  your  office  meet  with  us  on 
February  2. 

Our  primary  concern  deals  with  the  range  of  alternatives  presented.    Specifically, 
we  take  issue  with  the  narrow  and  biased  nature  of  the  alternatives  used  to 
portray  the  spectrum  between  the  commodity  and  natural  values  alternatives. 
Fifty-six  years  after  the  Taylor  Grazing  Act  mandated  conservation  and 
improvement  or  our  western  public  lands,  and  thirteen  years  after  FLPMA,  we  still 
have,  of  95  streams  identified  in  this  planning  area,  none  in  good  or  excellent 
condition  and  62  In  poor  condition.    Of  34  wetlands  identified,  16  are  as  yet 
unsurveyed  and  only  4  are  in  good  condition.    Of  the  1.6  million  acres  in  the 
livestock  grazing  program,  64%  are  now  classified  in  "fair"  to  "poor"  condition. 
This  will  "improve"  to  60%  in  the  preferred  alternative.    A  4*.  improvement  over 
the  next  15  years!    At  that  rate,  how  many  years  will  it  take  for  Die  entire  range 
to  be  in  good  or  better  condition?    None  of  the  alternatives  in  this  document  deal 
with  the  incredible  task  of  restoringihe  land  to  a  healthy,  ecological  status. 

The  planning  criteria  for  alternative  formation  (page  1-8),  states  that  "At  least 
one  alternative  among  those  assessed  will  provide  for  emphasizing  the  protection 
and  enhancement  of  natural  systems  and  sensitive  resources."    The  planning 
criteria  should  also  include  a  "restoration"  alternalive.    The  term  "resloration"  far 
more  accurately  describes  the  course  of  action  you  will  have  to  follow  given  the 
poor  ecological  condition  of  the  landscape. 

Further,  any  alternative  should  be  able  to  answer  the  following  questions:  What 
has  been  the  consequence  on  natural  systems  and  sensitive  resources  by  livestock 
and  what  specific  actions  are  being  proposed  to  maintain  these  systems  in  a 
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development  unlil  a  si  rfferis  of  the 


Range  improvements 

The  full  costs  and  adverse  impacts  of  crested  u  heatgrass  and  other 
'improvements'  are  :;</  fully  discussed.    Crested  wheatgrass  plantings  should  be 
prohibited  unless  :■  full  EIS  is  conducted. 
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We  therefore  request  that  the  final  plan  inelu>.U  a  !-<*<loi'i,hoi,  alien 
reflects  a  plan  of  action  that  will  maintain  natural  ecological  integr 
biodiversity. 

Additional  comments  include  the  following: 


We  find  the  condition  of  water  quality  aquatic 
completely  unacceptable.  We  recommend  thai 
ail  livestock  from  all  streams  in  poor  or  fair  co 


,iih. 


Forage  allocations 

The  tables  showing  forage  allocs:;       ■•<.•'■   ■'•■•■   "         ■  ;  ^  1 1 ' :  ■  .■"a'ur.r.N     V.':C 

•■■  the  nci, -competitive  wildlifc '  ....,-,.,■• 

Hie  habital  needs  of  non-game  v 

grazing  affect  the  micro-climatii   conditio       '   '     <   ■  :.<•<    . h.A-,  <  .-.■ 

&7»  of  the  "competitive"  forage  Lie  allocaleu  to  livestock  uith  only  'A  towards 
wildlife?   What  are  the  consequences  on  natural  wildlife  populations  (not  ODFW 
target  populations)  of  this  radical  proposal? 


Implementation  schedule 

None  of  the  objectives  state  a  time 

tin      mgi   improvi    b; 

reporl  lhal  as  meeting  the  object i' 

frame  for  implementing  the  object: 


•am!  cnndit: 


laled  lime  frai 


elov  regarding  impl  n 


would  provide  the  public  and  BL 

water  management  activities  relative  to  a  recovering  (no  livestock)  watershed. 

Wild  &.  Scenic  Rivers 

Bluebucket  Creek  shouid  be  designated  a  "wiid"  Wild  and  Scenic  River  upstream  of 

the  WSA  boundary,  including  tlie  private  land,  which  should  be  acquired  through 

purchase  or  trade  along  with  the  private  inholding  on  the  Malheur  River. 

We  disagree  with  your  conclusions  on  all  of  the  evaluated  river  reaches  with  the 

exception  of  section  D  on  the  Malheur  River.    Not  only  do  these  river  reaches 

possess  outstandingly  remarkable  values  but  also  are  suitable  for  management. 

We  disagree  vehemently  for  using  the  rationale  that  because  the  Silvies  and 

Malheur  Rivers  lack  "limited  rafting  in  springtime"  that  they  are  therefore 

ineligible.    There  is  no  basis  for  applying  a  recreation  criteria  only  to  a  particular 

season  of  the  year  much  less  one  that  relys  on  rafting. 

We  request  that  a  more  thorough  inventory  be  made  of  potential  Wild  and  Scenic 

Rivers  including  all  triutaries  (eg  Cottonwood  Creek.  Silver  Creek,  Emmigi  an! 

Creek,  Pine  Creek,  Birch  Creeketc.)  and  waterways  that  have  similar  flow 

characteristics  to  Bluebucket  Creek  which  you  are  recommending  be  de 

your  preferred  alternative. 


Old  Growth 

A  moratorium  on  the  cutting  of  all  remaining  old  growth  and  native  forests  and 

road  building  should  be  imposed  until  a  complete  inventory  and  protection  program 

is  established.    (Native  forests  include  all  forests  that  are  predominantly  roadless 

and  that  have  not  been  logged  in  the  past.    Old  growth  forests  include  all  mature 

and  overmature  forest  stands  and  may  have  been  selectively  logged  and  lightly 

roaded.) 

In  conclusion,  we  compliment  the  Burns  District  in  putting  together  a  planning 
document  that  exceeds  the  quality  of  past  BLM  plans.    Given  the  number  and 
complexity  of  the  issues  we  have  raised,  we  would  appreciate  the  chance  to 
review  a  revised  drafl  of  the  Plan.    We  look  forward  lo  hearing  from  you. 
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206-1 

Refer  to   response   12-4. 

206-2 

Refer   to   response  2-78. 

206-3 

Refer   to   response   12-4. 

206-4 

See  Appendix   1,   DRMP/DEIS. 

206-5 

Refer  to   response  2-10.  Ala 

o,    only    competitive 

noncompetitive  amounts  are 

available. 

206-6 

Refer  to   response   2-10. 

206-7 

Refer   to   response  9-7.    See 

also   response  5-17. 

206-8 

The  Diamond  Craters   has   bee 

n  a  designated  ONA/ 

206-9 
206-10 


206-12 
206-13 


3  acres   being  proposed   for  Inclusions   would   bring   t 
total  acreage   to  17,056.   The  area   is  most   appropriately  managed  as 
ONA  given  the  public   recreational  uses  here,   while   the  ACEC 
designation  affords   increased   protection.   An  RNA  would   be   oriented 
primarily   to   research  uses,    rather   than   to  public   recreational 
values,    as  recognized   by   the   0NA/ACEC   status  at   present. 
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Direct  impacts  to  the  native  vegetation  can  be  found  in  Chapter  3 
the  PRMP/FEIS.  Indirect  impacts  to  the  native  vegetation  will  als 
result    from  changes    In   amount    and    timing   of   grazing   use   as   a   resu 


of  AMP  lrapleraentatio 
potential  Impacts  to 
Proposed   Plan. 

Reestablishment  and   recovery  of   native   plant   species  will   primarily 
be   related   to  improved  management   of    livestock  grazing.   Upon 
completion  of    the    ESI,    ecological   status  objectives    will    be 
established.    See   the   Proposed   Plan.   Monitoring  and    recovery  programs 
for  special  status   plant   sped 
Also,    refer    to    response    1-13. 


206-14 

Refer  to   response   5-17. 

206-15 

Refer   to  response   2-87. 

206-16 

Bluebucket  Creek  will  not   be   considered   for  designation  upstream  c 

the  WSA  boundary.   The   same   reasons   that   the  private  land  was   not 

included   in  the   wilderness  alternative   for  acquisition  also  apply 

not   including  this   portion  of   the  creek  as   "wild." 

The   old  haul   roads  along  the   bottom  of   the  creek  as  well  as   the 

access   roads  off   the  main  forest   road   paralleling  Bluebucket  Creel 

may    downgrade    the    potential    classification    from  wild    to    recreatlot 

However,    the   strongest   rationale   for  noneligibillty   is   the  absenc« 

outstandingly   remarkable   values   (which  may   be   primarily  due  to 

previous    logging,    etc.). 

An    Inventory    of    river    reaches   was   conducted   and    Segment  A,    Middle 
Fork  of   the  Malheur  River  was   found   to  have  outstandingly   remarkable 
scenic   and   primitive  values.   The   other  segments  were  either  non 
free-flowing   or  did    not    possess   outstandingly    remarkable    values. 
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Forestry  Department 

OFFICE  OF  STATE  FORESTER 

2600  STATE  STREET,  SALEM.  OREGON  97310     PHONE  378-; 


208 


3f   grazing   progr 


12533    Hwy    20 


Dear  Mr.  Warburton: 

Active  participation  in  federal  land  and  resource  planning  is  a 
high  priority  for  all  Oregonians.  The  Department  of  Forestry 
appreciates  the  opportunity  to  participate  with  other  interested 
parties  in  the  review  of  and  comment  on  the  Draft  Three  Rivers 
Resource  Management  Plan  and  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
(DEIS) . 

While  the  Three  Rivers  Resource  Area  includes  predominantly  high 
desert,  sufficient  forest  resources  are  found  in  portions  of  the 
Resource  Area  to  warrant  Department  of  Forestry  review  and 
comment  on  the  Plan  and  DEIS.   As  you  know,  the  state  depends 

upon  lands  administered  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management 


and 


The  State  of  Oregon  is  committed  to  both  economic  developmen 
environmental  quality.  Therefore,  the  Department  of  Forestr 
encourages  BLM  management  plans  to  balance  these  objectives 
allowing  appropriate  economic  development,  including  intensi 


The  primary  objective  of  this  response 
DEIS  is  to  identify  technical  concerns 
of  Land  Management  considers  the  "Fore 
the  final  Management  Plan  is  prepared. 

The  Forestry  Program  for  Oregon  (FPFO) 
Forestry's  guidance  to  the  State  Fores 
state  and  federal  agencies  and  to  the 
matters  of  forest  policy  which  the  Boa 
guidance  is  provided  in  terms  of  a  mis 
and  an  action  plan  containing  policies 
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Joshua  Warburton 
February  16,  1990 
Page  2 

The  FPFO  encompasses 
state,  and  private), 
(fish  and  wildlife, 


The  objective  of  the  FPFO  is  to  identify  opportuniti 
describe  actions  to  deal  with  issues  related  to  the 
and  management  of  Oregon's  forests. 


1.  "assist  the  State  of  Oregon  in  the  c 
management  plans  and  help  develop  land 
that  recognize  that  forests  are  dynamic 
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The  Management  Plan  and  DEIS  present  five  alternatives.   In  Tl 
Forestry  Program  for  Oregon,  the  Board  of  Forestry  encourages 
integration  of  forest  uses  in  recognition  that  forests  are 
dynamic  and  most  forest  uses  are  compatible.   The  Board  also 
encourages  the  maintenance  of  as  large  and  as  stable  a  commen 
forest  land  base  as  possible.   These  policies  are  to  be 
implemented  in  a  manner  that  protects  soil  productivity,  and  . 
and  water  quality,  and  enhances  forest  values  where  appropriai 
to  meet  the  management  requirements  for  these  lands. 
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Consideration  of  both  planned  and  unplanned  Ignitions  (DRMP/DEIS, 
Chapter  1-4)  has  been  addressed.  Impacts  to  the  State  of  Oregon's 
forest   fire   protection  program  have   been  and  will  continue  to  be 
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208-7  Refer  to   response   208-4. 

208-8         Refer   to  response   208-4. 

208-9  Refer   to  response   208-4. 
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Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  : 
Three  Rivers  Resource  Management  ] 
Impact  Statement  (DEIS).  I  hope  < 
preparation  of  your  final  Management  PI. 
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211-1  Refer   to   response   210-1. 
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Jj)  KLger  Mestano  Association 

Post  Office  Box  452 
Bums.  Oregon  97720 


Identified. 


February  21,   1990 


Bureau  of  Land  Management,   Burn9  District  Office 
Attn:     Craig  M.  Hansen,  HC  74-12533 
Highway   20  West 
Hines,   Oragon,   97738 

Dear  Mr.   Hansen, 

After  careful  study  of  the  Three  Rivers  RMP-EIS  I  would  urge  you  to  adopt 
alternative  A  for  various  reasons  foremost  of  whjch  is  the  fact  that  to  oe 
the  wild  horse  has  as  much  right  to  the  open  range  as  any  other  wild  an- 
imal without  being  removed  for  one  special  interest  group. 

I  am  the  owner  of  two  Kiger  mustangs  for  the  purpose  of  breeding  these 
animals  so  they  will  not  become  extinct  should  some  disaster  befall  the  few 
that  are  left.   Thus  I  feel  it  is  imperative  to  do  all  we  can  to  help  pre- 
serve these  wild  mustangs  as  part  of  our  western  heritage  and  alternative 


Ann  C.  Roda 

623  W.  A.  Barr  Rd. 

Ht.  Shasta.  Ca.  96067 
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JON  H.  ROBERTS 

P.O.BOX  254 

MT. SHASTA.  CA.  96067 

2/22/90 


ATTN      CRA16    M.    HANSEN 
BUREAU   OF    I  AND   MANAGEMENT 
WW;    DlfURICT   OFFICE 


The  Klger  wild  horses  do 
HMA  Is  the  same  size   now 
Horse   and   Burro  Act  was  i 
grazing  use   for  llvestocl 
Federal  Land   Poll, 
"management   be  on 
."   Exclusive   use 
this  mandate   of  m 
areas  would   also 


face  a   reduced  grazing  area.   The  Klger 
now  as   In  1971  when  the  Wild  and   Free-Roaming 
aB  enacted.   There   Is  no  proposed   Increase   In 
tock  In  this  area.   Section  102 (a )7  of  the 
nd   Management  Act   of   1976  states   that 

basis  of  multiple  use  and  sustained  yield  .  . 
orses  In  the  Yank  Springs  Pasture  would  violate 
pie  use.  Removal  of  livestock  from  all  riparian 
ate   the  multiple-use    Intent   of   FLPMA.   There   Is 


clu.i.. 


llv 


by  either  wild  horses 


ri;r.  resourci  management  pi  an  and  e.i.s 


lty  to  express  my  opir 
s  not  only  for  America 
at  ions  to  come.  May  I 


to  further  compromi 


It    has 
linel 


the    h4t.it    and   hi 


>f  thi 


Uy 


i  then  a  Firon?e  plaque  in 

have  to  reconstruct  what  was  once  a  GREAT  NATIONAL  HERITAGE 
THE  POINT  BEING  that  we  must  soize  the  opportunity  to  EXPAND 
acid  ENFORCE  PROTECTION  for  the  resources  that  remain.  In 


Lo  possess  qu 
jualities  by 


to  favoi  those  V 
cattle  industry 


In  light  of  the 


at  few  had  any  notion  existed.  This 
fort  to  preserve  and  perpetuate  these 
a)  and  public  concerns.  The  ONLY  way 

this  resource  and  instead  seeks  to  pr 
1  insure  their  continued  existence. 

habit  and  history  of  Land  Management 
m  their  economic  existence  is  threate 
to  further  exploit  public  land.  The 


"The  louder  you  compla 
needs"  I  must  comment 


leed.    In 

this 

1   have   f 

ound 

aking   a   compe 

On 

he    otho: 

nowledge 

of   t 

ie  herds 

spec 

jnce    that 

"The 

hay 

I    can  under 

od  living  'zone 


:cduced  grazing  area  a 
, ivestock.  I  find  this 


lger  'gene  pool   is  without  a  a 
a  NATIONAL  RESOURCE.  The  herds 


it  and 
fr 


that  I 
1  of  livestock  from  al 
Yank  Springs  Pasture 
tock) .  Once  taken.  th« 
ly  impossible)  to  retr 


ble  solutior 

t  SUPPORT  ALTERNATIVE  A. 

th  no  forage  competition 


of 


GREAT  NATURAL  RESOURCE  AND  NATIONAL  HERITAGE. 

I  respectively  ask  everyone  to  support  Alternati 
horse-  and  a  chance  to  preserve  an  important  and 
resource   Once  gone,  the  Kiger  breed  cannot  return 


p^y.tzter 
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'      Evt:    Rob&rti 


espouses  2-19,   2-68,   8-11  and  1-13. 


Jay   Carlson 

Burns   District    Office 

HC    74       12533   Highway   20    West 
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Dear    Mr. 

Carlson 

(It   y 

■ou    are 

facing   a    reduction    in 

AUM 

■s,     please    lncl 

ude    the   next    tve 

paragraphs.        If 

not,     cross    out    second 

paragraph.  ) 

Alter 

natives 

A,     B   and   C    "ill    result    in    a    substantial 

loss    of    our    bai 

The    proposed   BLM   act 

of   our    operation 

if   Alternatives   A,     B 

1     Three   Rivers    Resour 

and   Environment! 

Impact    St 

,     a     -Tailings    Implicat 

completed   as 

■d    by   Executive   Order    12630    ( 

the    November    8, 

198S    Memorandu* 

Secretaries    and    Bureau    D: 

trectors   from  Secretary   of 

Interior, 

Donald 

P.     Model). 

The    r 

ealloca 

tion    and/or    reduction 

of 

AUM's    1 

ivestock    forage 

In 

Allotment 

oil. 

I     reduce    the    ve 

lue    of   our   base 

S50    per    AUli    valt 


Implication 


The    letters   from    the   Harney   County   CattleWomen,     Stockgrovers,     Farm    Bureau, 
Sheep   &    Woolgrowers    and    the   January    17,     1990   Riddle    Ranch    and    Western 
Range   Service    Comments    and   Response    to    the    Draft    Three    Rivers   Resource 
Management    Plan    and   Environmental    Impact    Statement    i 


of    such    letter 


Riddle    Ranch 


Riddle    Ranch    document 


are    enclosed 


ipal    response. 
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217-1  Refer   to   response  210-1. 

217-2  Refer  to  response   124-4. 


Bureau   of    L 

Burns  District  Office 

Attn:    Craig   M.   Hansen 

HC   74-12533   Hlqnuay   20  li'BBt 

Hlnes,   Oregon       97738 

uear  Sirs, 


Registry  Comm 


Alternatlvs  A  (EMPHASIZE  NATURAL  VALUES)  Is  my  choice 
with  sottib  alteration.  Howsver,  1  would  liks  to  see  the  folio 
lnq  conceme  incorporated  in  what  ever  plan  you  choose  as 
the  Final  Plan. 

Table  2.1  page  12,  WILD  HORSES  and  tlL'RROS: 


5t  horses  for  adoption 


ths  Wild  Horses  on  the  Burns  District.  They  haus  done  a 
Super  job  in  their  selection  of  horses  put  back  on  the 


Arter  deletino  lADOPTABLE)  in  (S4.  line  two,  word  3. 
it  would  read  (EACH  H.«*.A.  WILL  BE  INTENSIVELY  MANAGED 
FCR  nuALITY  HORSES). 


ways  bB  adoptable  be 


Burns  District.  It  could  and  should  serve  as  e  °llot  °rocram  for 
all  ths  Wild  Horse  Management  Programs  in  the  West. 


turnBd  beck  on 


and  assure  euBryone  of  the  quality  of  adopt 
future.  This  is  by  far  the  cheapest  method 
undesireables  that  I  know  of. 


Lth  some  author 


cerelv  hope  that  as  people  retire  and  new  p 
orse  Program  that  you  as  a  Managing  Aqency 


Sincerrly 

nanfor*  islev     ^_, 
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FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE 

Malheur  National  Wildlife  Refuge 

Princeton,  OR  97721 

(503/493-2612) 


Ha   PKKP/rKIS  Maps   SS-1   and 


l.-hruarv     U. ,     I'nn 


Bureau  of    Land  Management 
Burns  District  Office 
HC  74  -  12533  Highway  20  West 
Hines,   Oregon  97738 

The  refuge  staff  has  reviewed  the  Draft  Three  Rivers  Resource  Management  Plan 
and  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  and  we  appreciated  the  briefing  provided 
at  our  headquarters  by  Jay  Carlson  and  his  team. 

Our  specific  biological   comments  address  nesting  habitat   for  snowy  plover  and 
long-billed  curlews  and  winter  range  for  mule  deer  near  Malheur  Refuge. 
Please  refer  to  the  attached  maps,    SS-1  and  WL-1    for  our  additions  to  your 

Our  general   comment    is  that  your  staff  has  compiled  a   tremendous  amount  of 

s.     We  especially   like  your  method  of  portraying  and 
information  in  Table  2.1.     Regardless  of  the  alternative  or 
ltematives  chosen,   a  cl 
Our  compliments  to  you  on  a  comprehensive  and  useful   product. 


pertinent    lnformati' 


riparian  habitat, 
place  a  different 
Regardless  of  the 
staff  stands  ready 


water  quality,  vegetati 
and  raptors.  We  ar 
of  emphasis  on  uses  such  as  grazing  and  wild  horse 
path  you  choose,  let  us  just  offer  to  you  that  our 
rk  with  yours  in  facing  our  common  challenges  and 


[QUARTER  MOON  CATTLE  CO. 

PO   BOX  43   •   RILEY,  OR  97758 


February    20.    1990 
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American  Hjvers 

February  1,  1990 


Bureau  of  Land  Management 
HC  74-12533  Hwy  20  West 
Hines,  Oregon  97738 

Re:   Draft  Three  Rivers  Resource  Management 


Mr.  Craig  Hansen 
February  1,  1990 
Page  3 


Jild  and  s 


of  its 


deci 


BIJV 


5  Guidelines  require  agency 
planners  to  establish  detailed  management  prescriptions.   The 
Guidelines  state:  "[T]he  RMP  must  prescribe  the  protection 
(interim  management  prescriptions)  to  be  provided  for  the  rive 
and  adjacent  public  land  area  pending  the  suitability  and,  whe 
necessary,  subsequent  action  by  the  Congress."   Guidelines, 
Section  VIII. A. 3. a.,  at  p.  11. 


Specif ic  Comroen 


Introductory  Comments 


3  under  the  fede: 

sssiste 

efforts 


1,  public  interest  n 
2,000  members  nationi 

t-for 
ide. 

prof 

ra 

an  Riv 
eral  W 

fr 

lid 

on  organization  dedicatee 
and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  an 

and  1 

oca 

groups  wi 

h  the 

r  n\ 

er 

We  hav 


ment  ("BLM 


e  .'1 


irked  extensively  with  federal  agencies 

resources  on  the  lands  they  administer 
ilanning  staff  of  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Washington  to  clarify  administrative 

ce  management  planning,  and  have  reviewed,  com 
protested  numerous  BLM  plans.   We  have  worked 
the  U.S.  Forest  Service  in  developing  admin- 
the  evaluation  and  management  of 
c  rivers  on  the  National  Forests,  and 

by  that  agency. 


271  et  seq 
ing  for  th 


3f  the 


,nd 


"l''n 


s.   16  U.S.C.  section  1276(d). 
mposed  by  section  5(d)  plainly  r 
es  of  potential  Wild  and  Scenic 
of  resource  management  plans  pur 
ing  that  responsibility,  BLM  Man 


,  n  J 


16  U.S.C.  section 
as  in  all  plan- 


planning  responsi- 
ires  the  BLM  to  asses 
ers  during  the  prep- 
Section  1623.41A2d 


American  Rivers  commends  the  Three  Rivers  planners  for  evaluatin 

rivers  not  listed  on  the  Nationwide  Rivers  Inventory  (NRI) .   See 

Appendix  11.   A  failing  common  to  other  plans  is  an  examination 

of  rivers  only  on  the  NRI. 

Unfortunately,  the  Draft  RMP  provides  very  little  information 

which  supports  the  planners'  conclusions  that  numerous  streams 

are  not  eligible.   E.g. .  RMP  at  3-41,  Table  3.15;  Appendix  11, 

Table  1.   For  example,  is  the  entire  68  mile  length  of  "segment 

B"  of  the  Si  Ivies  River  so  impacted  by  diversions  and  channeli- 

zation that  it  is  not  free-flowing?   Similarly,  there  is  no 

the  conclusions  that  certain  segments  of  the  Middle  Fork  and 

South  Fork  Malheur  Rivers  do  not  possess  outstandingly  remarkabl 

values.   E.g. .  RMP  at  3-41,  Table  3.15.   American  Rivers  believe 

the  Final  RMP  should  document  the  facts  which  led  to  these 

particular  conclusions. 

Further,  there  is  no  indication  that  other  streams  which  flow 

across  the  Three  Rivers  Resource  Area  were  evaluated  for  their 

potential  inclusion  in  the  national  rivers  system.   Appendix  6 

of  the  only  sources  of  data  within  the  Plan  which  identifies 

free-flowing  streams.   Further,  areas  which  support  aquatic 

habitat  in  the  arid  lands  east  of  the  Cascades  provide  critical 

tand 

inq 

Dlogic 

1  and  f 

andi 

vers  may  I 

lann 

te 

im   for 

ACEC  co 

quaw 

See 

Append 

wildlife  values.   Additional 
Dng  those  areas  nominated  by  the 
tion,  including  Silver  Creek  and 


de  fur 
biliti 
Washi 


for  pote 


possible 


Instruction  Memorandum  No 

scenic  rivers  on  BLM  land 
Director  in  final  form  in 
the  attached  Guide 


and  Scenic  Rivers  Act 


and  protecting  potential  wild  and 
That  guidance  was  promulgated  by  th 
n  Instruction  Memorandum  No.  87-670  and 
for  Fulfilling  Reguirements  of  the  Wild 


Under  the  directions  established  in  the  Guide 
potential  wild  and  scenic  rivers  on  BLM  lands 
tively  straightforward,  three-step  procedure, 
management  plan  is  to: 

(1)   evaluate  the  eligib: 


ity  of  potential  wild  and  sceni 
within  its  planning  area  for  inclusion  in  the 
Hi  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System  in  accordance 
le  criteria  set  forth  in  Section  1(b)  of  the  W 


Lng  and  possesses 


ability  of 
that 


tem,  based  upon 


Guidelines,  Section  VIII, 
reached  by  the  agency  and, 
BLM  is  to  protect  river  r« 
through  specific  managemei 


and  feasi 
at  9-12. 


plans  c 
Sectior 
appropri 
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Mr.  Craig  Hansen 

February  1,  1990 

Page  4 

The  planners  m 

1st  undertake 

a  serious  eval 

uatic 

n  of  the  free- 

flowing  stream 

5  in  the  reso 

urce  area  to  de 

terml 

ne  whether  they 

more  outstandingly  remarkat 

lues  that  might 

qualify  them  f 

ar  inclusion 

in  the  national 

rs  system.   The 

failure  of  the 

Three  Rivers 

r  all  of  the 

exposes  those  with  high  val 

hat  may  be  eli- 

gible  for  incl 

ision  in  the 

development  th 

r  values  and  to 

damming  or  div 

srsion  that  c 

ould  disqualify 

consideration. 

American  River 

3  suggests  th 

at  assessment  o 

f  oth 

er  rivers,  stre. 

and  creeks,  in 

taries  and  headwaters,  within  the 

Three  Rivers  Resource  Area 

Jill  result  in 

the  identification  o 

reeks  eligible 

for  l 

nclusion  in  the 

national  wild  and  scenic  ri 

vers  system. 

The  Final  RMP  should  expand  Appendi 
identifiable  assessment  of  the  vari 
examined  by  the  planners. 


River  corridors 


The  RMP  states  that  the  proposed  boundaries  of  the  corridor 
the  Middle  Fork  of  the  Malheur  and  Bluebucket  Creek  are  "gen 

level  of  the  river  and  creek  ...  [and]  follow  the  rim  of  the 
canyon..."  RMP  at  3-41.  However,  an  examination  of  the  ref 
enced  Map  WSR-2  indicates  that  the  boundary  does  not  always 
follow  the  rim  of  the  canyon.  American  Rivers  suggests  that 
RMP  state  that  the  boundary  is  one-quarter  mile  on  each  side 
the  river  or  the  rim  of  the  canyon,  whichever  is  greater. 

The  RMP  fa 


^valuation  of  their 
determinations  are 
the  stream  itself  and 


.0  identify 

the 

particu 

lar  width  of 

:ular 

tor 

e  Wile 

and  S 

undingly 

remar 
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rtify  the  w 
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of  the 

study 

corrid 

within  the  Resource  Area 
suitability  for  designati 
required  to  reflect  1 
the  lands  within  the  study  bounda 


ing,  the  requ 


3.  Classification 


•I  .  M.ui  i.j-MHrnt   M.iihI.u.U 


nagement  prescript i 

See  Appendix  11. 
such  prescriptions. 
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e  BLM  Guidelines  and 

will  pre 

to  BLH  a 

d  the  public  of  those  action 

appropri 

ate  within  the  relevant  river 

Gu 

delin 

es,  Sectic 

n  VIII. A. 3. a.,  at  p. 

11. 

l.'n 

ortun 

ately,  th 

RMP  includes  other 

anguage 

ions.   For  example,  the  RMP 

a  tim 

ier  harvest  prohibition  within 

at 

4-41. 

The  appropriate  standard,  as 

is  Sdt 

Further, 

the  RMP 

mproperly  suggests  t 

t  apply  t 

an  intermittent  por 

.ion  of 

American  Rivers  suggests  that  app 

-opriate 

-  discussion  of 

wild  and  scenic  rivers  found 

5- 

Interagency  agreements 

ide  appropriate 


that  the  Th 
an  agreement  with  the  Ochoco  Nati 
ant  federal  or  state  agencies)  to 
s  lands  administered  by  both  agen 


die  Fork  Ma 
ignation. 


>nal  Forest  (or  other 
study  rivers  which  flow 
:ies,  particularly  Silver 


"segment  A" 


rsments    that    BLM 


221-1 
221-2 
221-3 
221-4 
221-5 

221-6 
221-7 


221-9 

221-10 


Tables   2.17,   2.18  and   2.19,   PRMP/FEIS. 
responses   206-17   and   206-19. 
responses   3-6  and   206-19. 
responses   3-6  and   206-19. 


Dlle   from  mean  high  water   level 


2.18,   PRMP/PEIS. 
the   proposed  boundaries 


lve  In  the  PRMP/PEIS 


the  PRMP/FEIS 


The   Burns  District   is  coordinating  with   the  Ochoco  National   Forest 
complete   a  Wild  and   Scenic  Rivers   Inventory  of   Silver  Creek.    If   th 
analysis   results   in  suitability  of   the   BLM-admlnistered  segment, 
cooperation  will   be  continued   to  ensure   the  creek  is  given 

Table  2.18,   PRMP/FEIS  has  been  changed   to  indicate   that   the   BLM 
considers   Segment  A  of   the  Middle  Fork  of   the  Malheur  River  and 
Bluebucket  Creek   to  be   suitable  for  designation.    The   information  i 
Tables   2.17-2.20,   PRMP/FEIS   substantiates   the   suitability  of   this 
river  segment. 


221-13        The   BLM 


of   Segment 


111  ng 


Middle  Fork  of   the  Malheur  RI 

USDA-FS  segment  and    the   private  segment.   Bureau  guidelines   for 

requirements  of  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  sta 
existing  rights  which  would  be  adversely  affected  , 
extinguish,   curtail,    infringe,    or  constitute  a  takl; 

e  National  Wild  and   Scenic  Rivers  System.    In  the 
suitability  analysis,   adequate   consideration  will   be   given 
held   by  owners,    applicants,    lessees,   or  claimants." 


ight 


to  manage  the  river  segment  but  also  that  it  is  not  feasible  for 
BLM  to  manage  its  land  under  wild  and  scenic  designation.   See 
Appendix  11-6.   The  planners  are  flatly  wrong  to  suggest  that 
acquisition  of  private  lands  is  necessary  for  designation:  there 
are  numerous  rivers  designated  by  Congress  and  managed  by  federal 
agencies,  including  BLM,  which  include  segments  of  private  land. 


221-13  I  Confusic 


the  RMP  finds  "segment  A"  to  be 
"  '  ]n  the  suitability  a 
n  to  rights  held  by 


We  trust  these  comments  are  helpful  during  the  Resource 
Management  Plan  process.   We  look  forward  to  participating 
further  in  the  RMP  process.   If  you  have  any  questic 
any  of  the  matters  set  forth  above,  please  do  not  h< 
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222-1 
222-2 
222-3 


Appendix  5,  Table  2,  DRMP/DEIS  lists  riparian 
Appendix  6,  Table  1  shows  the  aquatic  habitat 
conditions,   while    interrelated,   are   not   always 


aquatic  habitat  rating 
and  riparian  inventory 
Appendix  1,  Table  4. 

are  listed  in  Appendix  6, 
and  condition  rating  syst 

Table  2,  DRMP/DEIS 
m  is  explained  In 

Riparian  habitat  In  upper  Silver  Creek  is  listed 
Appendix  5,  Table  2  as  static  trend  in  good  cond 
values  are  high  In  this  section  of  the  stream. 

In  DRMP/DEIS 
tlon.  Riparian 

In  DRMP/DEIS  Appendix  7,  Table  2,  the  referenced  site  description  for 
the  "Silver  Creek  RNA/ACEC  and  Addition"  mentions  trespass  grazing  In 
a  manner  that  does  not  clearly  and  appropriately  associate  such 
livestock  trespass  with  only  those  public  lands  In  Section  8,  T.  21 
S.,  R.  26  E.  This  is  the  existing  RNA  where  no  grazing  use  Is  allowed 
and  an  exclusion  fence  Is  In  place.  The  public  lands  In  Section  20, 
which  are  licensed  for  livestock  use,  are  not  known  to  have  problems 

spass  grazing,  as  was  implied  by  the  draft  narrati 
y-owned  Section  17  is  not  subject  to  Bureau  regula 
been   inferred. 


Neither  Alternative  D  or  E  propose    reductions   in  grazing  AUMs   from 
current  active  preference.   Alternative  C   proposes  short-term 
reductions   that   could   be   off-set   in  the   long-term  with   vegetative 
treatments.   Not  all  allotments   will  need   reductions   to  balance 
stocking   levels  with  carrying  capacity.   Please   refer  to  Appendix  3, 
Table    6,    DRMP/DEIS. 
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given  ACEC's,  HRVs,  VRM's 
apparently  ignore  proper 
ree  Rivers  Management  Plan. 


223-1 

Allotment   boundaries  may   be  adjusted  af 

and   coordination  with  permittees  or  les 

office.   Procedures   for  apportionment   of 

are  specifically   spelled   out   by  regulat 

to   response  2-17. 

223-2 

Refer  to   responses  2-63  and  8-8. 

223-3 

Refer   to  responses   8-9,   8-11  and  11-11. 
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Mr.  Joshua  L.   Warburton,   Distri 
Burns  District  BUI 
HC  74-12533  Hwy   20  West 
Hines,  OR  97738 

Dear  Mr.  Warburton: 


U08)345  7511      (,'MH)'K4HM] 


Tho 


and  trend  of 


•lated  information 
within  the  Three  R 


C>ial; 


(Stream  Miles)-  81%  poor  or  f 
(Surface  Acres)-  99%  poor  or 
Livestock  Forage  (Acres)-  64%  poor  or  fair 
Deer  Summer  &  Winter  Range  (Acres)-  42%  unsa 
Elk  Summer  &  Winter  Range  (Acres)-  16%  unsat 
Streamside  Riparian  Habitat  (Acres)-  78%  poo 
Aquatic  Habitat  (Stream  Miles)-  88%  poor  or 
Western  Sage  Grouse-  Federal  Candidate  speci 

picture  of  past 


property  adjudi> 


threat  c?r».1 


A  Cost  Benefit  analysis  need: 
allotment  within  the  PA  for 
as  livestock  need  to  be  brok> 
erosion,  wildlife  displaceme 
and  factored  into  the  analys 
for  planned  range 


oversight  on  the  Bureau's  par 
scarce  dollars  may  be  necessa 
land)  back  into  full  producti 
without  costs  and  benefits  be 

Livestock  forage  produced  < 


■-*  li 


,  loss  of  vegetation  diversity,  nee 
.  A  Cost  Benefit  analysis  needs  tc 
within  the  different  alternatives.  Staff 
derations  were  not  included  in  the  draft  plan 
sed  as  issues  during  scoping.  This  was  an 
.  Creative  new  approaches  to  how  we  spend 
y  if  we  are  to  get  the  economic  asset  (  the 
ity.  The  public  cannot  evaluate  the  draft 


'.thin 


onomically    important 
include  perspective 


past  planning  efforts  should  be  updated  and  expanded 

on:    (1)    the  extent  to  which  permittees  run  their  own 

livestock  owned  by  others,   and  the  amount  of  subleasing  of  permits;    (2)    the 

dollar  value  of  the  public  land  forage  and   its  relative   importance  to  each 

permittee;    (3)   the  collateral  and  sale  value  of  each  permittee's  permit;    (4 

the  relative  economic   importance  of  Three  River  PA  forage/permits  to  local 


224-9    I    NEPA  case   law  requires  an 

I   major  federal   actions.     The  Bureau  < 

I    information   is   included.     See  40  CFR1508. 


(Drewsey  MFP;  Riley  MFP  and  I 
portion  of  the  John  Day  RMP)  contain  objectives  and  recommendatio! 
management  of  resources  within  the  Three  Rivers  PA.  You  note  in  | 
issues,  under  Grazing  Management,  that  "grazing  management  practii 
prescribed  in  preceding  land  use  plans  have  not  been  fully  implemt 
now  appears  that  they  cannot  be  implemented  within  a  reasonable  t 
In  order  for  the  public  to  effectively  evaluate  proposed  alternat: 
in  the  present  planning  effort,  it  is  necessary  to  know  which  past  object 
have  been  met  and  which  past  recommendations  have  been  implemented,  which 
not,   and  why  not. 


Z2liJ6^  i  ■  1<^^W]^ 


I.   Robertson  Jr. 


i  sagebrush  grasslands" 


Issue   2 

There  has  been  a  significant   investment  of  public  funds   in  the  Three  Rivers 
RA.     The  present  planning  process  will  guide  future   investments.      In  order  for 
the  public  to  evaluate  proposed  future  investment  strategies   the  following 
information  needs  to  be   included  in  the  draft:   Total   investment   in  the  Burns 
District  and  portions  of  other  BLM  districts  and  USFS  Ranger  Districts  that 
are  contiguous  for  the  past  20  years,   broken  out  by  resource  area  and  by  major 
budget  category   (e.g.,   range   improvements,   fish  and  wildlife,  etc.);   total 
grazing  receipts  from  grazing   fees  by  resource  area.      For  the  Three  Rivers     RA 
this  information  should  be  broken  down  by  allotment. 


an  important  bearir* 
and  accompanied  by 
suitability  or  unsu 


approximate  percentage 


PA,   decisions  « 
the  poten 


While   this  planning  effort    focuses  on   the  Three  ! 

allocation  of   resources  necessarily  must  be  made 

the  Burns,   Vale  and  Lakeview  Districts.      In  addit 

availability  or  nonavailability  of  forage  outside  I 

significantly   influence  management  decisions 

within  the  contiguous  districts,   you  need  to  have  the  folio 

(1)  The  carrying  capacity  and  number  of  AUMs  determined  by 

adjudication;    (2)   the  carrying  capacity  and  number  of  AUMs  determined 

readjudication   (circa   1950s-60s);    (3)  any  reductions   in  licensed  AUMs 

resulting  from  the  readjudication;    (4)   current  carrying  capacity, 

AUMs  and  actual  use;    (5)   Suspended  nonuse,  why  and  how  long   this  ! 

been  in  effect;    (6)   amount  of  temporary  use,   why  and  how  long  thi: 

been  in  effect. 


The  Three  Rivers  PA  generally   is   in  a  condition  far  below   its  ecological 
potential.     To  effectively  evaluate  future  management  and   investment 
strategies   it   is  essential   for  the  public  to  have  a  perspective  on:    (a)   the 
opportunity  cost  of   livestock  forage  forgone    (i.e.,    the  difference  between 
current  and  potential   forage-  expressed   in  AUMs  and  dollar  value;    (b)   the 
generalized  effects  on  fish,  wildlife,  water  quantity  and  quality,   soil 
erosion  rates,    riparian  areas,   and  overall  watershed  conditions. 


The  baseline  levels  utlll 
effect  at  the  Initiation 
the  results  of  the  degree 
implemented.  Presentation 
procedure   for  RMPs. 


:ed   in  the  DRMP/DEIS  are   those   which  were   in 

to  which  previous  planning  has   been- 

of   baseline  data   In  this  manner   is   standard 


faclll 


rfsey  MFP 


especially  the  Riley  MFP,  assume 
icreases  in  funding  of  rangeland 
meet  management  objectives.  This 
Lere  approximately  $1  million  wer 
>ver  a  5-year  period   following   th 


a  variety  of  projects  over  a  5-year  period 
of  the  MFP.  However,  such  expanded  funding  support  for 
and  the  Silvlee  portion  of  the  John  Day  RMP  has  not  be 
Because  the  plans  are  so  heavily  dependent  on  large  sc 
other  conflict  resolution  options  cannot  be  pursued  wl 
significant  modification  of   the   existing  plans. 


While 


resource 

objectlv 

Identlfl 

ed  Resour 

9   of   the 

Proposed 

specific 

ally   to  a 

previous 

plans.   V 

Table  9 

provides 

resource 

If  available,    but 

funding 

Is  not   av 

it   of  each  objective   In  each  of   the   three  existing 
i  performed,    the   reader  can  get  an  idea  of  which 
s  have  not   been  met   through  an  examination  of   the 
:e  Conflicts/Concerns   sections   In  Appendix  1,   Table 
Plan.    The   ID  team  has  developed   this   format 
'old   the  funding  dependency  shortcomings  of   the 
.thin  the  context  of   the  overall  RMP,  Appendix   1, 
llotment-specific  guidance   for  the   resolution  of 
i  or  concerns  which  can  utilize   Intensive   investment 
also  provides   guidance   for  management  where   such 
illable. 


-10 


See 


DRMP/DEIS   page 


-16. 


Grazing  fees  are   set  prior   to  the   grazing  year,   which  begins  March  1, 
according  to  a  formula  established   by  Congress.   Grazing  fees  have 
varied   from  $0.44   In  1970   to  $2.36   In  1980.   The   grazing  fee   for  1990 
was   $1.81.   An  estimate   of  grazing  fees  received  In  the  RA  may  be 
derived   by  multiplying  the  grazing  fee   with  the  average   actual  use. 


For  example: 

149,307  AUMs 

(average  actual  use)   x  J1.81/AUM   (1990  grazing  f 

J270.245.67 

n  total   grazing  receipts.   These   receipts  are  dls 

Jl01.342.13 
$135,122.83 
t  33,780.71 
J270.245.67 

37.51   to  U.S.   Treasury 

50.0%   to  Burns  District  via  Range  Betterment 

12.51   to  Harney  County  via  State   of  Oregon 

Total 

The  amount   of 

Investment  made   In  adjoining  BLM  and  USDA-PS  dl 

Is  available 

by   request   from  the  appropriate  agency  office. 
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The  information  requested  is  beyond  the  scope  of  the  RMP.  The 
planning  process  is  designed  to  identify  existing  land  use  or 
management  problems/opportunities  on  Bureau-administered  lands  within 
the  planning  area  and  then  to  consider  a  range  alternative  for 
resolving  the  problems  and  realizing  the  opportunities.  Investment  of 

effected  through  annual  Congressional  appropriations  to  BLM  and  other 
Federal  agencies.  Such  investment  is  focussed  through  the 
implementation  of  the  RMP  on  the  problems/opportunities  Identified  in 
the  planning  process.  While  considerable  interagency  and 
interdistrlct  cooperation  is  utilized  to  address  management  concerns 
on  a  more  regional  basis,  such  efforts  are  usually  conducted  through 
memoranda  of  understanding,  cooperative  agreements,  interagency 
agreements  or  other  similar  vehicles.  However,  the  scope  of 
management  prescriptions  conveyed  through  the  RMP  is  confined  to  the 
planning  area. 


of  landforms  and  vegeta 
f  uniform  suitability  cr 
evaluations  do  address 


The  wide  variation  of  landforms  and  vegetation  communities  found  in 
the  RA  makes  use 
Allotment  specifi 

tabulated. 

Please   refer   to  DRMP/DEIS   page   3-16.   The   Initial  adjudication,    circa 
1934-5,   determined   total   preference  at  169,395  AUMs.    Subsequent 
readjudlcations,    primarily   in  the   1950's  and   1960's,    put  18,923  AUMs 
into  suspended   nonuse  and  set  active  preference  at  150,472  AUMs. 
Additional   information  on  carrying  capacity  and  actual  use   can  be 
found   in  Appendix  1,   Table   9  of  the  Proposed  Plan. 


Allocations  of  resources  outside   the   plai 
the  DRMP/DEIS)   are   beyond   the   scope  of   tl 
not  addressed  in  the  RMP.   Pertinent   info: 
presented   on  an  allotment    by  allotment    hi 
Appendix   3,   Table  6  and   in  the  Proposed  ] 
for  allotments   in  the  planning  area. 

ining  area   (see  Map  GEN-1,    in 
ie  RMP  and  are,    therefore, 
nnation  on  grazing  permits   is 
isis    in  the   DRMP/DEIS   in 
>lan  In  Appendix  1,   Table  9 

The  discussion  i 
of   range   improv 

values   is  discu 

Dn  DRMP/DEIS 

effects   of    tl 
ssed  In  Chapt. 

pages  4-10  and  11  evaluates   the  effects 
age   production.   Without   range 
grazing  levels  could   be  expected.   An 
le  preferred  alternative  on  all   resource 
it  4,    DRMP/DEIS. 

Benefit-cost  analyses  are   pe 

performed  due  to   the   lack  of 
becomes  available   only  after 

rformed  on  a  project  or   sys 
ng  level.   Overall  RMP   level 
irnatives   in  the  DRMP/DEIS 

project-specific  data,   mit 
jch  analyses.  Much  of   this 

consultation,    coordination 

tern  specific 
igations  and 

ailable 


tion  has 


The  extent   to  which  permittees  run  their  own  stock 

others   is   proprietary   to  the   permittees 

Subleasing  of   permits   is   illegal  and   no 

the  Three  Rivers  RA.   As  such,    no  base  o 

developed.   The   socioeconomic   analysis   in  the  RMP  has  been  revised 

more   clearly  show  the    potential   community/region   socioeconomic 

impacts  of   the  RMP   on  an  economic   sector  basis.  Analysis  of  impact 

to  individual   permittees   is    not   performed  although  impacts   to  the 

livestock  industry  are   stratified   by   size  of  operation   (large  and 

small). 

The  socioeconomic  analysis  presented  in  the  Draft  has  been  revised 
and  is  presented  In  Chapter  3,  Environmental  Consequences  of  the 
Proposed  Plan  and  Chapter  4,  Revision  to  the  DRMP/DEIS. 


planning  level. 
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No  comment 


Portland,  Oregoi 


January  30.  1990 


trict  Manager,   Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Josh  Uarburton 
ns  District  Office 
es,  Oregon  97738 


The  American  Alpine  Club  has  a  deep-seated  problem  with 
Three  Rivers  Resource  Management  Plan.  As  we  interpret  the  p 
-  coo  much  emphasis  on  cows  and  not  enough  emphasis  on  natural 
is  BLM  going  to  wake  up  to  the  fact  that  your  agency  is  suppo 
public  land,  anti  not  just  to  kowtow  to  the  ranchers? 


Nearly  all  riparian  and 
LI  of  your  range  is  in  the  s; 
limals  has  been  uninspiring. 

In  managing  the  Three  R 


h,.Mr 


hat    Che    BLM 


^^M.^M^ 


<* 


& 


Appendix  11-210 


*  U.S.  GOVERNMENT  PRINTING  OFFICE:  1991—591-222.41,604  REGION  NO 


QH  76.5  .07  T573  1991  v. 2 

c.2 
Proposed  Three  Rivers 

resource  management  plan 

final 


BLM  LlbtiHrtV 

RS150ABLDG.50 

DENVER  FEDERAL  CENTER 

P.O.  BOX  25047 

DENVER,  CO  80225 


*2 
Sg 


>s 


CO  O 

12 


9£c 


to   I 

O  CQ 
COS 


5S 


■nw 


>±> 


m 


